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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CKLAHOMA

W.A. DREW EDMONDSON, in his )
capacity as ATTORNEY GENERAL )
OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA and )
OKLAHOMA SECRETARY OF THE }
ENVIRONMENT, C. MILES TOLBERT)}
in his capacity as the )
TRUSTEE FOR NATURAL RESQOURCES
FOR THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA,

Plaintiff,
vs. 4:05-Cv-003290-TCK-SAJ

TYSON FOODS, INC., et al.,

— e e e e e e et e e

Defendants.

VIDEQ DEPOSITION OF BARBARA KANNITNEN, Ph.D.,
produced as a witness on behalf of the Defendants in
the above styled and numbered cause, taken on the
28th day of April, 2009, in the City of Tulsa,
County of Tulsa, State of Qklahoma, before me, Karla
E. Barrow, a Certified Shorthand Reporter, duly
certified under and by virtue of the laws of the

State of Oklahoma.
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APFEARANCES

FOR'THE PLAINTIFF:  MS.CLAIRE XID1S
Atlomey at Law
28 Bridpeside Donlevard
M. Pleasant, SC 29465

and

MR DAVID PAGE
Attomey at Law
502 Wes1 6th Smreet

- Tulsa, OK 74114

FOR CARGILL: MIt. COLIN DEIHL
MR, ERIC L TRIPLETT
Attormey ot Law
1700 Lineals Street
3200 Wells Farge Cemer
Denver, CO 0203

91k
n9:]

IR
0941

{Whereupon, the deposition began al 9:07
4.}

VIDEOGRAPHER: We are now on the record
for the deposition of Dr. Barbara Kanninen. Today

is April 28th, 2009. The time is 9:04 am. Will  09:07
counsel please identify yourselves for the record?

MS. XIDIS: Claire Xidis for the State of
Oklahoma.

MR. FREEMAN: Bruce Freeman for Simmons
Foods, 09:08

MR. DEIHL: Colin Deihl for Cargill,

FORGEORGES: M8 K.C.TUCKER
(Via Telephoae) MR, TRIPLETT: Eric Triplett for Cargill.
omsy ot Law . -
22| North Collepe MR. JONES: Tim Jones for Tyson Foods,
Fayeneville, AR 7270k . .
B MR. MIRKES: Craig Mirkes for Peterson
FOR SIMMONS: MR. BRUCE FREEMAN 1961
Attomey at Law Farms. 09:08
e g™ Comer MS. KEATING: Lisa Keating for OnPoint
FOR PETERSON FARMS:  MR. CRAIG A, MIRKES ;
Attamey af Law Anﬂ]YthS.
iﬁiif‘;:‘,:}' Baston VIDEOGRAPHER: And on the phone, please?
Tulsa, OK 74103 o 0y:01 MS. TUCKER: K.C. Tucker for the George's
FORTYSON; MR, TEMOTHY T. JONES delendants. 09:08
;‘.%‘Tf,‘,::: ?f,lm. Parknay MS. XIDIS: And we also have on the phone,
Springdate, AR T2762 1 believe, Gordon Rousser; is that correct? He was
ALSO PRESENT: MB. LISA KEATING an earlicr. 1don't know
Onl'aiat Anslytics ' !
DR GORDON RAUSSER VIDEOGRAPHER: You may swear in the
{Via Telephene) [13:3071 .
VIDEOGRAPHER: MR, DEREK ANDERSON 0941 witness, 09:08
2 4
INDEX BARBARA KANNINEN, Fi.DD,,
WITNESS PAGE being first duly sworm te tell the truth, the whole
truth ond nothing but the truth, testified as
BARBARA KANNINEN, Ph.D. follows:
Direct Examination by Mr, Deihl 5 09:01 DIRECT EXAMINATION 09:08
i 09:01 BY MR, DEIHL:
S]gnalurf: Page. 194 Q  Please siate your name for the record.
Reporter's Certificate 195 A Barbarn Jonn Kanninen.
Q What is your home and work addresses, please?
A My home oddress is 4946 Rock Spring Rood, 09:08
09:01 Arlington, Virginin, 22207, and phone, did you say?

Q No, your work address, please.
A Work address 4946 Rock Spring Road, Arlington
Virginia 22207,

And what is your home phone number, please?
703-536-6949.

How about your work phone number?
703-536-6949,

And do you have an E-mnil address?

1 have two E-mnil addresses.

‘What are thase?

BarbKann, B-A-R-B-K-A-N-N@Verizon,net, and
Barbarn@BarbarsKanninen.com.
Q What is your date of birth?
A June 21st, 1963,

09:09

00:09
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Have you ever been deposed before?

No.

Did you prepare for this deposition today?

Yes.

What did you do to prepare for the deposition?  0%:09
1 rend David Chapman's depaosition transcript.

1 read Roger Tourangeau's ranseript. | reread our

report. | looked over some of my considered

materinls that were turned over and my billing

recards, and 1 met with Claire and Ingrid yestercay, 09:10

Q How long did you meet with Claire and Ingrid
yesterday?

A 1think, including Junch, it was probably

about ftve hours.

Q  Whai did you do during that meecting?

A We talked about pretocol, whut to expect. We
went aver the things that T worked on in the

project, and taiked about how today would go.

Q And you say you ialked shout protocol, What
did you talk about? 09:10

A Everything from where I would sit 1o where you
waould sit, to the fact that there's a videographer

here. Just the details of the day, since | haven't

done this before.

Q  And what did they tell you about what to

6

Pl =R R

09:10

09:11

plaintiffs in this case.

A We looked through the report and talked about
the parts of the report that T contributed to, and

talked about how that process wenl and what types of
things | was involved with. 09:12
Q Have you ever testified before in a court
proceeding?

A No.

Q Have you cver heen retained as an expert

witness in any litigation? 09:12
A No.

Q Before this ease?

A No.

Q Dr. Kanninen, I've handed you what's been
marked as Deposition Exhibit Ne. 1, which I believe
is 8 current copy of your CV; is that correct?

A Yes,

Q You have a Ph.D. from the University of
Californin at Berkeley; is that correct?

A Yes. 09:14

Q Did you work with any particular professors
when yon were receiving your Ph.DD. at Berkcley?
A Work wilh in what sense?

Q Woell, in other words, was there n professor
who supervised your thesis? 09:14

09:13

8

expect here today?

A They told me that | would be asked questions,
and that il they felt -- they told me about the type
of objections they might make il they felt the
questions were — had issues with them, that sort of  09:11
thing.

Q Are you on any sort of medicatinns that would
prevent you from properly testifying here today?

A No.

Q Do you understand that the court reporter is
toking down my questions and your answers to those
gquestions?

A Yes

Q And Iwould ask you to wait for me to finish a
question before you answer that question because the
court reporier can't take down both of us talking at
once; is that fair?

A Yes, .-

Q I'd also ask you to please provide verbal
responses because head nods are difficult for the
court reporter to record as well; is that Inir?

A Yes,

Q Besides talking about protocol and what to
expect, describe for me what sorts of things you
went vver yesterday with the attorneys for the

7

09:11

19:11

09:12

@9:12

A Thad a main supervisor, and two other
professors on my thesis committee,

Q Who were they?

A Micheel Hanemunn was my primary advisor, and
the two other advisors were 'aul Ruud in the 09:14
department of economics, and Peter Berk.

Q And Michael Hanemann, who was your principal
advisor, he's the same Michael Hanemann who is
serving as an expert for Stratus in this case; is

that correct? 09:14

A That's correct.

Q You indicate on your —

A lapologize, it was Jeffrey Purloff who was on

that commitiee, not Peter Berk. It was a while apo,

1 forgot. (19:15

Q You indicete that you have edited a

professional book on environmentzl valuation. What
book did you edit?

A That is listed ot the bottorn of my vita under

books. 09:15

Q Okay.

A Tt's calling Valuing Environmental Amenities

Using Choice Experiments, o Common Sense Guide to
Theory and Practice.

Q Besides this case, what other contingent

9

09:15

3 (Pages €& to 9)
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valeation surveys have you been involved in?

A Thove been involved in nine or 10 valuation

studies over the course of my career.

Q Ohkay.

A Do you want me to — a9:16

Q  Well, let me ask you a follow-up question. I

asked you what other contingent valuation surveys

have you been involved in, and you indicated you've

been involved in nine or 10 valugtion studies. Are

all of those nine or 10 valuation studies contingent  09:16

valuation studics?

A 'The studies 've been involved with, some have

been specifically contingent valuation, others have

been what is the breader appreach (o nonmarket

valuation, which is culled state of preference

models or conjoint analysis,

Q Okay. Out of those nine or 10 valuation

studies, how many of them were contingent valuation

studies?

A Tthink, counting the current study, probably  09:16

five,

Q  Tell me what those were, please.

A 1did astudy for the Army Corps of Engineers

about the Louisiana wetlands. I should say 1 wos o

participant. Inmost of these studies I was a 09:17
10

09:16

that conducied, approximately?

A That was probably conducted in about 1987 or

1988, maybe 1989. I'm nol sure.

Q And whe did yon work for on that study?

A The professors who worked on thal study were

Michuel Hanemann and John Loomis. He was, at the

time, at the University of California Duvis,

Q  Were you n stuident at the University of

California Berkeley during that study?

A Yes. 0919

Q What about the Exxon Valdez study, when did

you wark on that study?

A Tworked onthat only during the part of the

process that oceurred before 1 left Berkeley and

started my first job at the Universily of Minnesotn,

50 it was before ~ I believe it was about the time

they were pretesting the survey and we were looking

at the pretest data. It was before the final study.

Q  And who did you work for on that survey?

A There were seven or eipght principals on that

survey, a8 | recall.

QQ  'Was Dr. Hanemann vne of the principals?

A Dr, Honemann was one, Dr, Richard Carson, Paul

Ruud, I believe Robert Mitchell.

Q This one other study that you can't recall
12

09:19

09:19

0920

09:20

participant, I was not — most studies sre not done

by one person, 1 worked on a study of the San

Joaquin Valley in valuing different wetlands,
maintenince improvement programs in the San Jeaquin
Vulley, Iporticipated o Jittle bit with the Exxon  09:17
Vaoldez oil spill study. There was one ather study
that | did ofier the Louisiana study, I apologize, 1
don't remember the topic, and this study.

Q When waos the Louisiana study conducted?
A Probably around 1983. [ don't remember the
exacl year,

Q That was before you'd received your Ph.D,; is
that correct?

A Yes

Q What was your invalvement in the Louisiana
study?

A 1wasthe primary research nssistant, 501
believe I did everything from administering the
mailing of the survey to receiving the data —
receiving the surveys back, coding the data, and
running the analysis.

Q  Who were you working for on that survey?
A It wasa professor at Texas A&M University
named John Stoll,

Q What about the San Joagquin study, when was

11

09:18

09:18

09:18

09:18

what it was about, do you recall when it occurred?
A Yes. Actoally, that study, I mostly did the
beginning part of it, which I guess is why I don't
remember it very well. T-it was a study that I
helped with the survey administrution on, again,
getting the survey into the field, that part of the
process, and then I received my master's degree and
left Texas A&M at that point, so 1 did not work on
the other end of that study, the data analysis part.

Q SoifI've heard you correctly, you have
workicd on these four other contingent valuation
studies, and all of these studies were conducted
back in the 19803 before you received your PhD.
from the University of California at Berkeley; would
that be correct? 09:21

A The studies we've discussed, yes.

Q Yes. And thoye are the only other contingent
valuation studies you have worked on other than thiy
one; correet?

A Yes. I've worked on a number of choice
studies, but contingent valuation, those are them.
Q And Iunderstand you indicated you've worked
on some other stated preference studies, but these
arc the only contingent valuation studies; correct?
A Specifically contingent valuation, yes. 09:21

13

09:20

09:21

09:21
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Q Have you done any other work for Stratus
Consulting other than this project?

A Priorto this project, 1 had not done any work
for Stratus. [ am currently working on another
project with them. 09:22
Q What is the other project that you are
currently working?

A Itis e project ftnded by NOAA, The National
Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration, and the
project is to nssess willingness to pay for the
Hawaiign cor! reefs.

Q  What is your involvement in this project on

the Hawaiian coral reefs, what have you been asked

to do?

A The first thing 1 was asked Io do wus to work  09:23
on the experimentyl design. Thal survey is now in

the field, so once il is back, 1 will be working on

the data analysis. But so far, 1 have — my

participation has been on the experimental design,

09:22

first worked at the University of Minnesota, but

then I moved to the DC aree and worked at NOAA, and
David had nlso taken n job al NOAA, so we worked in

the same office for a year. And he's a professional
collengue that I've kept in touch with over ime,  09:23
Q When you both worked in the same office at
NOAA, what office did you work in?

A Tt was called the demage nssessment center,

Q Did you work together on projeets in that

office? 09:26

A No.

Q  'What way the function of the damage assessment
center?

A The primary function of the damage assessment
eenter, which was not my job, but the function, I
believe, was to pursue pollution cases of different
types on behalf of the government, on behalf of the
federal government.

Q And what was your job in connection with thai?

09:26

Q What do you mean by experimental design? 19:23 | A My job that year was to help with the 09:26
A Inchoice studics, as with contingent development of the regulations for Natural Resource
vatuation, the — there are generally a set of Damage Assessment under the Oil Pollution Act.
questions obowt that ask people their willingness to Q And what was David Chapman's job?
puy for cerlnin goods, In the case of the coral A ] believe he had cases, bul T didnl work with
reef, we are trying to assess the value of certain 09:23 him so0 1 don't know for sure. 06:27
14 16
piotection programs, a variety of programs. And so ) When you say he had cases, what do you mean?
expenimental design looks at the question of how do A I'msomry, | think that he manoged some of the
we have to vary the attributes of those programs to cases, the damaoge assessment cases for the
the different respondents so that we can estimale Eovemment.
their willingness to pay for the difTerent 09:24 Q'  When you say the damage assessment cases, you 09:27
attributes at the end of the process. mean the eases that NOAA was bricging?
Q Are any of the other Stratus consultants whe A Yes
are working oo this project also working on the Q  Let's talk a little bit about your time at the
Hawaiian project? University of Minnesota, Your CV indicates that you
A What do you mean by Stratus consultants? 09:24 were an assistant professer and youn tanght 09:27
Q Well, there sre, I believe, seven authors of environmental and transportation policies; is that
the repart in this case. Are any of those authors accurale?
alse working on the Hawailon island program? A Yes. And port of my position was a research
A David Chepman end Dr. Bishop. only nppointment.
Q Anyone else? 09:24 (} What research did you do while you were at the 09:27
A Tdonot--1think Roger Tournngeau has been University of Minnesota?
involved in a small way on moybe some of the A Thaot was directly afier | had received my
sampling issues, but 1 haven't hed any meetings with Ph.D., and typically, what an assistant professor
him or seen his involvement directly. fresh out of a Ph.D. program does is work on the
Q Did you know David Chapman before you were  09:25 | research they did for their dissertstion and try o 09:28

hired in connection with this matter?

A Yes.

Q Howdid yon know him?

A David and ] were both graduate students at the
same time 81 Berkeley, and after 1 praduated, [

15

09:25

et it published in peer reviewed journals, so |
primarily focused on my dissertation research,
Q  What was your dissertation research?
A It wnas on optimal design for contingent
valuation studies. 09:28

17
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Q Did you get it published?
A [published -1 believe | published two
papers directly thut came out of the direct rescarch
| had done {or my dissertation, and then T also
pursued other lines of research that cudminated in
publications, as well.
Q  What did you do while you were at the
Resources for the Future in Washington, DC?
A I'wos awarded the Gilbert White fellowship,
which is a prestigious fellowship that allows a
researcher, ofien a young researcher, to spend o
year at Resources for the Future, which is un
academic research institute in Washington, DC, and |
had proposed — to apply for the fellowship, you
propose a project, so 1 had propesed o project thut
considered the aspects of inleliigent transportation
systems, which wus a new concept st the time, and to
look ot the benefits and cosis of those systems,
Thod was a — frunsportalion was an interest 1 had
developed. Some of the transportation demaond models  09:29
are very similar to those that we use in contingent
valustion, and 5o it was kind of a natural extension
of some of my research. And 1 also, while there,
worked on some research about contingent valuation
and diffevert inodeling appronches, 09:30

18

09:28

0929

09:29

Science Foundation to work on the issue of designing
choice experiments for use with nonmarket valuntion.
The cheice experiments came from the marketing
liternture und hadn't been fully implemented, 1
think, in the environmental economic literature at
the time, so I synthesized those literatures and
found ways to improve the spproaches in the
marketing literature for use of nonmarket valuation,
Q¢ I I'm understanding you correetly, when you
say the market litcrature, what are you referring
to?
A The murketing literature is — penerally
marketing is part of the business school, and
markeling uses the same procedures that we use,
surveys, or in person studies where you try to get
information abowt people’s preferences for certnin
poods. Oflen in the cose of marketing, they're
tnlking about potential goods (hat a company may be
considering putting on the markel. We're, in our
literature, generally {atking sbout environmental
goods.
Q@ So you looked at that marketing literature and
translated it into environmenta! contingent
valuation studies; is that a fajr summary?
A No, | don't think the marketing liternture
20

09:32

09:32

09:33

0933

09:33

Q  Tell me about the research you worked on on
contingent valuation while 2t Resources for the

Future.

A Tworked primarily with Anna Alberini, who was

u well regarded contingent valuation economist, and ~ 09:30
she and I collected a number of continuation

valustion datasets and estimated different types of

model specifications.

Q  Anything else?

A Inthat year?

Q Yes

A No. Tthink thal year resulted in the
publication of two peer reviewed popers, so that's

probably about what I did that year,

Q  Your CV indicates that you - strike that. 09:31
Your CV indicates that after you left NOAA, you went
back t¢ the University of Minnesota from '96 to
approximately 2003; that's correci?

A I'was employed by the University of Minnesota

for those years. 09:31

Q  And it indicates you were the principal

investigator on research to improve the design of

stated choice experiments. Tell me about that.
‘What did you do?

A Thad received a grant from the National

19

a5:31

09:31

needed translation, 1 do think that they don't
eonsider s many options as we consider in the
enviranmental fiterature, In particular, they tend
1o assume that when they're doing o study, the
levels, for example, prices, are poing to be somehow  09:34
fixed before they think about doing their study,

They already know what prices they want (o consider,
In our literniure, we tend — the question of which
levels to use is un experimentnl design question,

So 1 took what they had done and expanded it to o
larger set of questions that were more applicable 1o
our literature, but then 1 proceeded 1o publish that
work in the murketing literature,

Q Now, we talked shout your work with Dr.
Hanemann and we talked about the fact that you were
a graduate student with David Chepman and worked
with David Chapman at NCAA. Prior to this study,
had you worked with any of the other Stratuy
suthors?

A 1 was ona peer review panel for the National

09:34

09:34

09:35
Science Foundation with Jon Krosnick. Are you

asking if | worked directly with any of them or i’ 1

knew them?

Q  Y'm asking if you worked with them.

A I think that's it, 09:35

21
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Q Tell me how you were approached about working
on this matter,

A believe I got a phone call from David
Chapman,

Q  And what did he ask you — what did he tel}
you?

A When he first called, I believe he asked if'
would like to help with the experimental design for
a contingent valuation study.

Q 'What did you understand that to mean?

A That1would probably be shown some prefest
datn, and his interest was in petting my
recommendation for what they should use for a bid
design,

Q Now, you talked a litile bit earlier that at
the University of Minnesota, you spent some time
looking at marketing materisls regarding bid design

and lpoking at how bid designs were conducied in the
environmental area. Tell me, if you wouald, what you

do to come up with a proper bid design for 09:37
contingent valuation survey.

A The procedure for thinking about bid design,

in my opinion, is to start by determining what the

poul is of (he study, Se, for example, generally

with nonmarket valuation studies, the interest is in - 09:38
22

09:36

09:36

09:36

MR. DEIHL: Could you read back Lhe
guestion?

(Whereupon, the court reporter read back
the previous questiorn.}
A So]wasat the point of knowing what the
goals are of the resenrch project, both statistical
and any other guidelines involved in what you're
trying to do, Then 1 would look at pretest data.
Assess whether the pretest data is thought to be o
good indication of the type of information that's
going to be collected inthe final, in other words,
how close is the wording of the pretest data to the
wording of what they're expecting to do with the
final. How certain do we feel that it's the same
survey. And then [ look at that data and determine
what 1 think would be the best bid desipn to fil
what appears to be the willingness to pay
distribution, given the information [ have so far.
Q (ByMr. Deihl} You said when you're looking
at the goal of the study, you want to get a good
sense of the bulk of the willingness to pay, but not
necessarily frace out the tails. Why is that?
A Well, the statistical reason is that it is
very difficult to estimale Woils data well. { you

think of an experiment where you're flipping a coin,  09:41
24

09:40

09:40

09:40

09:40

estimating willingness to pay. And what one wanls
to look at is how is that going lo be estimaied,
what type of estimator are you going to use. Are
you going 10 use a parametric estimator or a
nonparametric estimator, for example, and which
type, and what aboul the estimator are you most
interested in

In the cuse of this study, T leamed early
on that it was important, for example, to follow the
NOAA panel guidelines, which are to generally take a  09:38
conservative approach, which to me meant that the
interest on the part of the researchers was to get a
very good sense of the bulk of the willingness 1o
pay distribution, the main part of the willingriess
to poy distribution, but not necessarily to try to
trace out the full willingness to pay distribution.
It, in fact, takes a lot of observations to estimate
values that are in the tails of the distribution
well

S0 in — so in thinking about design, 1~ 09:39
would think nbout what the goals are of the study,
both the statistical goals and, like I said, goals
in terms of puidelines, and the sense of what the
researchers are trying to sccomplish. ThenT —
then could you remind me of what the question is?

23

09:38

09:38

09:39

You may only have to flip a coin 20 times and you'll
get a pretty pood estimate of the fact that the
outcome is 50/30. But if you're going to do an
experiment where, say, you have a hat with one piece
of black paper and 19 pieces of white paper, so the
possibility is ene out of 20 that you're ever going
to pulf out that black, you'd probably have to do a
couple of hundred experiments of drawing before
you're going Lo get a good estimate of that 5
percent that represents that black piece of paper.
So it's very — it' statistically cumbersome to
estimate tails data well. So generally, ininy peer
reviewed papers where ] discuss the theory of
optimal design, [ have always recommended that
rescearchers avoid anything in the tails of the
distribution. I've generally said anything outside
the 15 percent percentiles, Does thal answer —
Q AndI've read your literature where you've
said that. How do you kmow if you're in the 15
percent of the tail if you den't spend the time to
trace out what the tail loohy like?

A When you design the study, you don't know
exactly what your outcome 15 going to be because
obviously, that's what you're trying to obtain
information abeut. But if you have good pretest

25

09:41

09:41

0(5:42

09:42

09:42
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datn, you can look at that and see which percentages
you're getting back. You may or may not get the
exact 15 percentile, but if you're somewhere — if
you have information around there, you will know
that you dor'l want, for example, {0 go above
whatever point it was that got a 15 percent
Tesponse.:

Q Soltake it the goal in this pretest period

is to try to determine where the tails lie and 50

0%9:43

already collected. You would also want to think
about whether or not you've made any major changes
in your survey between the point of collecting that
data and the nexl round. So you wouldn't
necessarily wan! to replicate what you've done
specifically becanse you may have changed things,
nnd then you would want to think about how that muay
affect,

Q You were first contacted in connection with

09:45

that you can design a base survey so that you're 019:43 | this matter in approximately Avpust of 2008; isn't  09:45
focused on the middie of the -- that correct?
A Yeah, Idid - A Yes
MS. XIDIS: Object to the lorm, Q Dr. Kanninen, I've handed yeu what's been
A I'msorry, Did you finish? I'm sorry. marked for purposes of identification as Deposition
Q (ByMr. Deihl) 1 did finish, 09:43 Exhibit No. 2. Can you identify this E-mail? 09:46
A T'would not say thet the goal is to feam A 1do not know who Janice Sullivan is.
sbout the tails, The goal is to generally leamn Q TI'll tell you Janice Sullivan is someone in my
about the main part of the distribution My point office who printed E-mail off. That's all she is.
in my papers has been to say there is -- it is not A So, I'm sorry, what was the question?
particularly helpful 1o researchers to pursue 09:43 Q Let me rephrase the guestion. Is this an 09:47
information in the tails, but the main goal s E-mail from — at least the top E-mail in this
generally to get information about the middle part chain, an E-mail from you to David Chapman dated
of the distribution. August 12th, 20087
Q How do you know that you're getting A Yes, it appears that he sent it on August
information about the middle part of the 09:44 I 11l and 1 responded on August 12th, 2008, 09:47
26 2B
distribution when you're conducting these pretest Q Ohay. And in the E-mail to yon, he writes, I
surveys? hope your summer iy going well. Hollis and 1 have
A At the point of the pretest, depending on been way too busy. 'We're trying to find fun when we
where you are in the pretest process, il you have — can. Areyou coming out for the convention? What
you basically at every stoge of survey design look  09:44 | convention was he referring to? 09:47
at the daia you have in hund. So il you're doing a A That was the Democratic National Conventien in
pretest, if you have already done pretesting, you Denver,
can look at that information. If you have not done Q And then he's esking you if you have some time
any pretesting yet, you go with what you have to help out on the CV bid design issues?
learned. 1know in this process, and I wasn't 09:44 A Onsome CV bid design issues, yes. 09:47
involved st this point, but my understanding is in Q And you indicated that you did have some time
this process, there was a very thorough and lengthy to help him in the response E-mail; correct?
set of investigntions first with focus proups, which A lindicated that 1 had time before Avgust 23rd
are generally informal, and where you might not even and then afier September 2nd.
worry about a bid design, you might be collecting  09:44 | Q Okay. Did you go to the Democrstic National  09:48
information from the focus‘group respondents, and Convention?
then formulating some opinions aboul what they might A Yes
be willing to pay and going (fom there. Soitsa Q How did you like Denver?
process of tuking the information you have collected A 1t'sa wonderfid lown.
already and vsing it to inform the next stage of the  09:45 {Q Did you meet Mr, Chopman st the convention?  09:48
Process, A No,1did not.
Q And I take it it would be important to Q Did you meet any of the other Stratus experls
consider the data you've already collected in at the eonvention?
formulating the next stage of the procesy? A No,Ididnot
A Youwould generally look at the data you have 0245 | Q Did you have any work — did you do any work  09:48

27

29
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on the — on this matter while you were attending

the Democratic National Convention?

A Nao

Q Olay. So you just had fun while you were in

Denver? 09:48

A Yes,

Q  Were you a delegate to the Democratic National

Convention?

A My husband was on the credentials committee

for the Stule of Virginin. (9:48

Q In the E-mail that you sent back to Mr.

Chapman, you indicate, did you ever do that updating

of the 1ast design? What are you referring to when

you refer to the last design?

A Atthe point of this E-muil, | had probably

not corresponded or spoken 1o David for about six

months, Fm guessing. Not six months. 1 probubly

saw him in the spring of that year, and at that

time, he snid he was working on some projecis and

might like my help with bid design on them, 1

don't — he did not say which projects, Andsol

think | was asking him if he had done the project

that he was asking me about that | hadn't heard from

him on.

Q Dr. Kanninen, I've handed yon whai's been
30

09:49

09:49

09:49

Augast 20th, you hadn't received that materinl yet;
is that right?
A Apparently so, yes.
Q I've handed you what's been marked for
purposes of identification as Deposition Exhibit No.  09:52
4, which is an E-mail from Megan Lawson to you daied
August 20th, 2008, in which she seems to be sending
you the stuff that you were referring to in the
prior E-mail; is that correct?
A That's what — yes, that appears to be the
case,
Q And what did Ms. Lawson send you?
A She sent me some dela and some eslimation
results from two different pretests they did. One
was n focus group that appears to be dated July
31st, and one was called a pilot sludy.,
Q  And you said she also sent you some
willingness to pay estimates; is that correct?
A She — it appears she estimated a willingness
to pay model with the focus group datn and the pilot
data, ves,
Q The E-mail that she sent you indicated that
David had already spoken to you about the materials
that she was sending to your. What was your
understanding of why you were being sent these

32

09:33

09:54

09:55

09:55

marked ag Deposition Exhibit No. 3, which is another
series of E-mails, the top one dated August 20th,

2008 from David Chapman to you, Between the time
that you exchanged E-mail correspondence with David
Chapman, as reflected in Deposition Exhibit 2, and
the time that this E-mail was sent as reflected in
Deposition Exhibit 3, had you had any conversations
with Mr. Chapman?

A Bebween this E-mail and — Exhibit 2 and
Exhibil 3, did we — did we talk on the phone?

Q Yes.

A Between the exchange of these E-mails? 1
don't remember a conversation, but we must have
because if 1 asked him if you send the stuff, I must
have known what stuff T was referring to.

Q 'What - in the E-mail that you sent to Mr.
Chapman on August 20th in the morning when you're
saying did youn send the stuff, what stuff were you
asking for?

A That's what I'm saying. T would assume that
we had a phone conversafion where he told me he
would be sending me some muterial to help me do the
job he was asking me to do, and it probably was the
pretest material, but I don't remember for sure,

Q Olay. But it appears that as of, you know,

31

05:50

08:51

09:51

09:51

09:51

materials and what you were being asked to de with

them?

A At this poini?

Q Yes.

A My undemstanding was thot they were interested  09:55

in my expertise on bid design and my recommendation

for what they might want 10 use for a final bid

design for their study.

Q And the materials that you were sent by Ms.

Lawson, how did the maierials belp you in reachinga  09:56
conclusion abont proper bid design in thiv case?

A Basically, they pave me a sense of what it

appeared the willingness to pay distribution looked

like, given the limited number of observations they

had, and at that point, I didn’t know much about the  09:57
specifics of the study so | wasn't necessarily able

1o judpe whether this information -- whether they
felt this informntion was the snene type of
information they would be collecling in the final
version of the survey, but | used this information

to develop a proposal based purely on the

statistical responses | found.

Q  So you used this data to develop a proposal
based en the statistical responses you found in this
daia? 09:57

0%.57

33
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A Yes

Q Now, this E-mail is dated August 20th, 2008,

If my recollection is correct, the Democratic

Natienal Convention ran from August 25th to August

A Yes.

Q (ByMr. Deihl) How many days did you spend in
San Antonio?

A One day.

28th, 2008; does that — 09:58 Q So you would have spent the 23rd in San 10:00
A That's approximately ripht. Antonio?
Q —sound about right? A 1don't remember the exact dates.
A Uh-huh. Q Ofay. Youwould have travel records that
Q Did you stay over the Labor Day weekend in would reflect this trip that you tocok to the DNC,
Denver? 09:58 would you not? 10:00
A No. MS. XIDIS: Objection to form.
Q Oblxy. So when did you fly back? A That was a personal trip. | don't save
A Iflew back in two stages. I {lew to pick up records for persona! trips.
my kids, who were staying with my parents in San Q Okay. What was your husband's role?
Antonio, Texas, probably on Saturday, the day after  09:58 MS. XIDIS: Objection. 10:00
the convention ended, and then lew back home on Q (ByMr. Defhl) In the convention?
Sunday to get them ready for school en Tuesday. MBS, XIDIS: This is completely outside the
Q Sounds like a handful. When did you come out scope of relevance here,
to the convention? MR. DEIHL: Ilyou're poing to instruct
A The same type of schedule. Tflew —1flew  (09:38 the wilness not to answer, that's fine, but I'm 10:00
my children to my parents’ house first, so 1 believe asking her (hese questions.
1 arrived — it may have been — 1 probably wrrived MS. XIDIS: Well, first of all, she's
the dny before the official convention began because already told you, so il's been asked and answered,
that was the day of the credentinls committee when Secondly, you're going on this comgplete line of
my hushand was involved. 09:59 questioning thal's completely outside the bounds of  10:01
34 36
Q  The official convention began on Anpust 25th, what's ot issue in this case and in this deposition.
so you would have arrived about August 24th, in I'm going to instruct her not to answer.
that — MR, DEIHL: Okay. 1l ke it up with
MS. XIDIS: Il object to this tine of the judge. 1 think it's very relevant what this
questioning. Detailed travels are personal matters  09:59 witness was doing between Avgust 20th and the 2nd of  10:01
that I think are outside the scope of what we need September becnuse this witness had 8 mere 12 days to
lo address. look at this material and put together a bid design.
MR. DEIHL: [ think this is highly And what this witness was doing during those 12 days
relevant to what this witness did leading up to the is eritical to an understanding of what occurred
bid design 09:39 here in this matier, and { think I'm entitled to ask  10:01
Q (ByMr. Deihl) You can go ahend and answer this witress what she was doing at the Democratic
the question. National Canvention, whut wark she was doing during
A ‘What was the question? that perjod, and what conclusions she reached. But
Q  The question was, the convention began on if you're instructing her not Lo answer, then —
August 25th, and if I heard you correctly, you 09:39 MS. XIDIS: You asked questions abouther 10201
arrived in Denver on August 24th. That would have husband's role in a convention, which is completely
been the day before the convention.. different than what you're saying entitled to. Why
A That is probubly the cpse. don't you ask how much time she spemt on the issue
Q And prior to that, you had flown to San related to this case, [ think thot's s proper
Antonic to drop off your kids in San Antonio; 10:00 | question. 10:01
correct? MR. DEIHL: I asked her if she had travel
A Yes. records, and she indicated she didn't because it was
Q Did you spend a day in San Antonio with your personal. So now I'm trying to find out if her
parents? husband has travel records because it may not have
MS, XIDIS: Objection 10:00 been personal for him. 1 think it's a completely  1(:02

35
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valid question,

MS. XIDIS: You don't have to answer that
question, Do not answer that question. | think you
can get the information youo aeed a different way.
Q (By Mr. Deihl) You've already indicated you
didn’t do any work on this matter while you were
attending the Democratic National Convention. Tell

10:02

me what you did after you received these materials
on August 20th until the final bid design was
completed. 10:02

MS. X1DIS: Objection te form.
A I'm sorry, yeah, could you ask — could you
repent the question?
Q@ (By Mr. Deihl) Strike that. I'll ask it
again. 10:02

MR. DEIHL: Could | have that marked,
plense?
Q@ (By Mr. Deihl) Dr. Kanninen, I've handed you
what's been marked as Deposition Exhibit No. 5,

20th, 2008. Did you review any other materials in
connection with your work on the bid design in this
study prior to September 3rd, 2008?

A No. These are the materinls that I had in

hand. 10:12

Q  Dr. Kanninen, I've handed you what's been
marked for purposes of identification Deposition
Exhibit 6, which is an E-mail from you to Colleen
Donovan with an attached invoice. Do you have that
in front of you? 10:13

A VYes.

Q  And this is the first invoice that I found in

your considered materials for time you spent on this
project; does that match your recollection?

A Yes. 10:13

Q And this inveice indicates that you billed

5.25 hours between August 31st and September 3rd on
development of experimental design; is that correct?
A Yes.

which is sn E-mail from David Chapman to you dnted  10:03 ; Q@ What did you do during those 5.25 hours that  10:13
August 28th, 2008, indicating the sabject line is, you developed the experimental design, if you can
you have been approved. Was it your understanding, recall?
based on this E-mail, that you had been approved to A ['would say sboul tvo hours of that time was
work on this project? spent on a canference call with the leam, which
A That subject line was never explained to me.  10:03 would mean that about three-and-a-guorter hours was  10:13
38 40
1 would puess that this was the point where I was time | spent reviewing these materials thinking
sent a contract, so I probably assumed that's what through the process of bid design.
it meant, but it wasa't explained to me. Q Based on this invoice, is it fair to say that
Q Did you have a phone call with Mr. Chapman you didn't begin working in ernest on this project
following this E-mail? 10:04 until September of 20087 10:14
A When people ask me to call, 1 do, yes. MS. XIDIS; Object to the form,
Q Okay. Do you recall what you talked with him A  DBased on — eould you repeat the question?
about? Q (ByMr. Deilsl) Based on your time entries in
A No,Idonot this invoice, which indicate you started working on
Q  This E-muil was sent to you during the 10:04 the project on August 31st, 2008, is it fair to say  10:14
Democratic National Convention; correct? that youn didn't begin working on this project in
A Yes, if the dates are as you indicated. 1 ernest until September of 20087
don't remember for sure, bui — MS. XIDIS: Objection to form.
MR. DEIHL: Why don't we take o moment. 1 A lihink it's foir o say that 1 started onthe
think we need a lnpe change here. 10:04 project on August 31st, 2008. 10:14
VIDEQGRAPHER: We're off the record at Q (ByMr. Deihl) What occurred on August 31st,
10:01 a.m. 2008, do you know?
(Following n short recess at 10:04 a.m., A That is probably the day that I [ooked at the
proceedings continued on the record at 10:11 1.m.) materials Megan Lawson senl me.
VIDEOGRAPHER: We are back on the record,  10:11 Q Youdescribe a {elephone eall that you had 10:15
10:07 a.m. with the team sometime during this perind. Do you
Q (By Mr. Deibl) Dr. Kanninen, prior to the kunow when that eccurred?
brenk, we were looking at what's been marked as A Tdont recalk for sure,
Depuosition Exhibit No. 4, which are the materials Q Were you involved in the bid design on the
that Megsn Lawson sent to you on or shout August 10:11 | Exxon Valdez study? 10:15

39
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A Twas not involved wilh the Exxon Valdez study
at the point when they finalized the bid design they
used, but I was involved in preliminary discussions
during the pretest stage in talking about this one.

Q Do you reeall what the highest bid that was 10:15
used on the Exxson Valdez study was?

A 1donot recall specifically, no.

Q Do you recall generally what it was?

A No.

Q Dr. Kanzninen, I've handed you what's been 116

marked s Deposition Exhibit No, 7, which is another
E-mail dated Wednesday, September 3rd, 2008. This
is an E-mail from David Chapman to the team, and it
indicates, here is what we have decided on bids; do
you see that? 10:37

A Yes

Q How were these bid numbers chosen?

A These bids were finalized during the

conference call that T referred to.

et a pood estimate of that percentage vote, and |
thought six bids would — because of — beenuse
early on they had decided they wanled to take the
conservalive approach of using a lower bound
estimator for willingness to pay, I felt it was very
important to try to collect as many bids as
possible, given the statistical elTiciency
constraints, and so six was the most [ felt they
could collect and still oblain a decent amount of
statistica] efficiency, 10:20
Q When you talk about stafistical eficiency,
explain to me what you mean by that.

A Keeping variants — the variants of your
estimator as small as possible.

Q At this point in time when you bad this 10:20
telephone call with the team, you bad only reviewed

the materials that were attached to Deposition

Exhibit No. 4; correct?

A 1believe that's correct, yes,

10:20

Q  Who was on that conference call? 10:17 Q  You hadn't reviewed any other pretest data 10:21
A Atthat point, I was not familtar with the other than that information; right?
members of the leam so 1 do not know for sure, A Thasl's correct, and T was brought into the
Q  Okay. Describe to me the conversation that conversation os someone who was bringing my
occurred during that conference call and how the expertise os a bid designer. The rest of the team
team decided on these bid nombers, 10:17 was bringing that collective memory about the other  10:21
42 44
A At the beginning of the cnll, | was introduced pretests and focus groups,
as the expert that was brought on to help them think Q  And prior to this phone call, you hadn't
about bid design. They asked me to summarize my reviewed the actual survey questions that clicited
thoughis in tlerms of both my view of the science of the responses in focus gronp No. 14, had you?
the experimental design and optimal design. And 10:18 A I'msorry, could you — 10:21
what 1 felt was generally important in terms of Q I'm sorry, it was a bad — I misspoke. Prior
experimental design, and then [ listened to them to this phone call, you hadn't reviewed the actual
discuss what some of their opinions and Lhoughts on survey questions that had elicited the responses
how they felt the bid design should be set, and we that yon reviewed in the focus groups and the second
discussed it back and forth and weighed the issues  10:18 pilot study? 10:21
and ultimately came up with this bid design. A I had not reviewed the survey questions ot
Q  What did you tell the team you thought was that point, that's cemrect.
generally important during this conference call? Q Okay. So we were talking about this phone
A Texplained how there's o trade-off in any call that you had with the team, and you said that
kind of experimental design. In this case, inthe 10118 you listened to them about their opinions. Deseribe  10:22
case of contingent valuation, there's a trade-off to me what you heard in that phone call.
between, for example, the number of bids you choose A What ] most remember is the team's concern
to use and the statistical efficiency you will about using a conservative bid design in order to
obtain from those bids, And 1, for example, felt follow the guidance of the NOAA pancl, and that
that six bids would be a good compromise, enough to  10:19 | their concern was to estimate the main part of the  10:22
trace out 1t good part of the distribution, but still willingness to pay distribution. Amd 1 think people
obtain stotistical efficiency. were sharing their experiences about the Tocus
Q Why did you believe that? groups they had observed, but I don't remember
A Because I believe about 150 to 200 specifically what people said on -- on those topics.
observations per bid is & pood aumber to obtain to  10:19 Q Amything clse you can remember ahont that 10:23
43 45
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phone conversation?

A Could you be more specific, please?

Q  Well, you described a two hour phone call in
which these bid numbers were arrived at, and 1 want

Q How did you develop your proposed bid vector?
A As | mentioned, 1 think 1 discussed the

process 1 used for how lo develop the hid design. |
looked ol the pretest datn. 1 used my knowledge of

to undersiand what you nnd the other team members  18:23 | how to think about bid designs and what 1 knew 10:26
talked about during that phone conversation, ubout — what I understood was the likely
A Tie other team members and 1 could wlk for willingness to pay estimator they were plaming to
hours shout numbers, 5o a two hour coaversation use, and developed this desiga based on this that
nboul numbers is very eusy to fill that time, information,
Q Okay. Sothis wasn't a particilarly long 10:23 Q How come you didn't look at any of the other  10;27
phont conversation for a team of experts an bid pretest data other than the two dainsets that were
design? sent to you by Megan Lawson?
A That'scorrecl A I'wasn't sent any other data - any other
Q Directing your attention lo Exhibit 7, in the pretest data,
text of Mr. Chapman's E-mail, he indicates, witha  10:24 Q Ithink you indicated a little earlier that  10:27
split on aflocation of the 2,000 obs to two-thirds you believe it's important to review all of the data
to the main survey, what is obs referring to, do you that's collected in the pretest time period in
know? developing a main survey, and then developing bid
A Thaot's code for observotions. numbers; isn't that correct?
Q Okay. How did you arrive at the allocation = 18:24 MBS. XIDIS; Objection to form. 10:27
that Mr. Chapman refers to in this lsst parsgraph? A No, | think what 1 indicated was that at every
A 1did not arrive at that allecation, 1 stage of the process you would use the best
believe the team delermined that. information you have collected in the previous
Q Were you pari of the decision concerning that stage. So at this point, 1 believe I was using the
allocation? 10:25 best information, i0:27
46 48
A I'donot think T had any input in that part of Q (By Mr. Deihl) And on what do you basc that
the discussion, belief?
Q Did you have any input into the bid amounts? A Tbelieve the team chose to send me that
A Yes pretest data because they felt it was the most
Q  What was your input into the bid amounts? 10:25 ; informative for the next siage of the process. And  10:28
A 1 had developed a proposed bid vector, and | they are experts in the field of contingent
presented that to the team, and as we discussed my valuation and have done this type of process many
proposal and some of their opinions on how they times —
wanted to do this, we revised that proposed bid Q Soyou-
design, 10:23 A And believe that they had hit the point where 1028
Q  You said yon developed a proposed bid vector, the pretest — these pretests were a pood
did I get that right? What is a bid vector? representation of what they were planning to do.
A Thelist of bid points. Q And you relied on their representation that
Q Okay. So this list 10, 45, 80, 125, 205, 405 these were the hest materials, best pretest
is s bid vector? 10:26 materialy for forming a bid design? 10:28
A That is a vector, yes, A That’s correct.
Q Okay. What was the proposed bid vector that Q What was the likely willingness to pay
you developed; was it the same? estimator that the team was planning to use?
A It was not the same, but [ don't remember the A Aslsaid, it was — the team made it clear
numbers, 1026 that it was important to them fo use o conservative  10:28
Q Do yon remember what the high number was in approach to estimate willingness to pay, and so in
your preposed — that regard, they made two choices to make their
A Yes, it was 405, estimators conserv - as conservative as possible.
Q Do you remember what the low number was? The first choice was {o do a nonparametric
A Itwas 510. 10:26 estimator, which uses no assumptions about the 10:2%

47
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underlying willingness to pay distribution, so it's
the mosl conservative approach to using the data to
estimate the willingness to pay distribution. They
also then chose to use a lower bound approach to

Q Why don't we get a copy of the report.

MR. DEIHL: Let's go off the record for a
second. | have a copy, but 1 want 1o get the marked
copy.

troce oul the willingness to pay distribution that, 10:2%9 VIDEOGRAPHER: We're ol the record, 10:29  10:33
ngoin, inkes the most conservative assumplions am.
possible sbout people’s willingness to pay between (Whereapen, o discussion was held ofT the
the bid points that are designated, record,)
Q Arethere any limitations to using a VIDEOGRAPHER: Back on the record, 10:30
nonparametric estimator? 10:29 L. 10:34
A What do you mean by limitations? Q (ByMr, Dcibl) Dr, Kanninea, I've handed you
Q  Are there situations where the literature what's been marked as Deposition Exhibit No. 8,
would tell someone that one ought not to use a which is an E-mail from Megan Lawson to you and
nonparametrie estimator? oiliers dated September 2nd, 2008. Do you have that
A ldon't know of nny literature that supgests  10:30 in front of you? 10:35
that you would nol want to do a nonparametric A Yes
estimator. I think if you want to get as close as Q In the text of the E-mail, Ms. Lawson states,
possible to the public's willingness to pay, the I've attached a spreadsheet summarizing the
conservative estimator we chose underestimates that. uncertainty and bid amount analyses we discussed
So using a nonparametric spprouch forces you to 10:30 | this morning, Does that refresh your recollection  1{:35
underestimate willingness to pay. So there could be that this phone call you had was on September 2nd,
circumstances where a researcher would not want to 2008?
underestimate willingness to pay, but our — the A You're asking about the conference call with
teamn's approach was to use the conservative the team?
estimator, 131 Q  Yes, ub-huh. 10:35

50 52
Q  What estimator did the team use? A It moy have been a different call, T don't
A ltis enlled the ABERS estimator. know.
Q You said the vector that you had proposed used Q Okay. Did youn have more than one eall wilh
an upper bid of $405. How did you come up with that | the team prior to coming up with the bid design
number? 10:31 amount? 10:36
A Inlooking at the pretest data, T felt — A It's possible. I don't remember.
which had a high bid that was Jower than 4035, and Q  Sitting here today, you can't recall a second
looking at the votes at that bid, 1 [elt to get the call?
best tracing possible of the willingness to pay A This E-mail makes me think there may hove been
distribution, I felt it would be important to learn  10:32 snother coll becnuse 1 do not remember this being 1036
a little bit more about a slighily higher poiat on discussed, but T don't know.
the willingness to pay distribution thon what they Q  Why does it make you think there may have been
collecled in the pretest dat, but I didn't want to another cali?
push it out too far so that we'd be going into the A 1just don't remember o conversution sbout
tatils, so I chose 405 a5 something that was a litlle  10:32 this in the initial call ebout the bid design. 10:36
bit higher, but not too much higher Q Olkay. Now, this E-mail is dated September
Q Ifyon take a look again at Exhibit No. 4; do 2nd, 2008, T'l represent to you that September
you have that in front of you? 1st, 2008 was Labor Day, and the weekend prior was
A Yes. the weekend 1 think you said you were traveling from
Q 1thinkthere's a sheet appended to — it's ~ 10:32 | Son Antonio back to your home in Marylsnd. Would ~ 10:36
P'll come back to that, I don't thinkT have the that jibe with your recollection?
right piece of paper with me. Is it your A I'dneed you to repeat that 1o see if it
recollection that the main study interviewing began Jibes.
on about September 20th, 20082 Q  'Well, you recall that the Demoeratic National
A Tdon't recall the specific date. 10:33 Convention was that last week in August of 2008,  10:37

51

53
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Following the Democratic National Convention was the
Labor Day weekend, and this is the Tuesday after the
Labor Day weekend; correct?

A Yes. It's very possible that | was not on the

A 1 haeven't seen the bid vectors to all the

prelest surveys, 50 [

Q  Soyou just don't knpw?

A ldon't know.

Q Okay. Have you reviewed the Montrose study?
A

cail that's referred to in this E-mail. 10:37 10:40
Q Okay. Why did do you say that? 1 have read parts ol it.
A I'msaying il's possible. Q Do yoo know what the highest bid that was used
Q Okay. You just don't recali? in that study?
A 1don't recall, A Not offhand, ne.
Q  The E-mail purports to atiach a spreadsheet  10:37 | Q Was it important for you to consider the 10:41
summarizing the uncertninty in bid amount analyses highest bids used in other contingent valuntion
we discnssed this morning. The resulis are anrveys in arriving at the high bid that was used in
presented separately for the pilot and focus groups. ihis contingent valustion survey?
Baseil on your review of this E-mail, is that what MSE. XiDIS: Objection to form.
the E-mail appears to append? Is that what the 1038 i A No 10:41
attachment appears to reflect? Q (By Mr. Deihl) Why not?
A Well, ns T said, 1 don't remember the A When designing a bid vector, what's imporiant
discussion that she's referring to. So (here is an is to look at infermation about the specific
attachment thut sppears 1o have bid amounts in it willingness to pay distribution for the good being
and an uncertainly variable. 10:38 velued for the specific project. And you mentioned  10:41
Q  Did you have any phone calls with the team 1 couple of contingent valuation studies that have
while you were in San Antonio? been done, but there have been hundreds of
A No, 1did not contingent volugtion studies done and the vectors
Q Did you write a computer program or Excel have ranged all aver the map, so there's no
spreadsheet that genersted the bid design in this  10:38 precedent for a certain bid being o high bid, 10:42
54 56
matter? Q How many studies in the published literature
A No, use bids higher than 54002
Q Itake it you didn't have any input into the A Idon't know a number offhand. T would
bids that were used with the variows focus groups or imagineg it's quite a few, particularly since this
during the pretest; correct? 10:39 study fooked at o one time payment, and many 10:42
A Thats correct. contingent valuation studies talk about an annual
Q Do you know why, except for the top bid, which payment. So any comtinpent valuation study that,
here is 405, why the bid design used in this study for example, would have asked about a 350 a year
was g0 similar to the pretest bids? payment would be » bit higher than what the study
A Tmsorry, could — could you rephrase that?  10:39 fins. 10:42
Q  Sure. The bids that were used in the pretest Q Sitting here today, can you think of a single
are very similar to the bids that were used in the study that used bids prior to 34007
final survey, Do you know why? A I don't memorize bid vectors, but I'm quite
A Which bids are you referring to? sure Joe Cooper and John Loomis have, as an example.
Q  The bid vector that was agreed upon in that ~ 10:40 | I'm sure there are  number, bul that would be one  10:43
September 3rd E-mail that 1 showed you earlier. you could Jook at.
A I'msomy, I'm not understanding what you're Q  Joe Cooper and John Loomis in what survey?
comparing, A I don't recall the specific details of the
Q Ohkay. studies they have done.
A The bid vector in this E-mail? 10:40 Q  Besides reviewing the materials that were sent  10;43
Q Let me try again. What I'm trying to compare {o you by Megan Lawson on August 20th, 2008, as
is the bids that were used in the pretesi surveys io reflected in Deposition Exhibit No. 4, what
the bids that were used in the main study survey. empirical work did you do to determine the bid
And my question i3, do you kmow why those bid vector in thiy ease?
vectors are substantially similar? 10:40 A I'm not sure T understand that question. 10:43
35 57
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Q Did you do anything other than reviewing the
materials that were sent to you on August 20th, 2008
and having this phone conversation that you
described with the team in arriving at the bid
vector that was vsed in this survey?

A Generally, I rely on the expertise I've
developed about experimental design when 1 think
about 1 new experimenta] design, so 1 didn't have to
do something specific to prepare for that. 1 used

10:44

A Do you know the date on this file?

Q  The file was labeled drop space 405 space
log-Logit graphs. There was not a date, to my
knowledge. Maybe there was. 1 don't know.
A Yeah, there would be a date,

Q Okay.

A Nevertheless, this was done very early in the
process,

Q Right.

10:48

the expertise 1 have. 1 looked at the materials 10:44 A Very early inthe [oll, probably on pretest  10:48

they sent me, data, I can't say for sure because you don't know

Q  When you say you used the expertise you have, the date of this file. This compares a log-Logit

what does that tefl you about what the bid vector medel, which would be the red line, with the

should be in this particular study? empirical responses we had collected at the time,

A Several of my published papers are on the 10:45 which, as [ said, might have been pretest data —  10:48

topic of how (o select bid values based on no, P'm sorry, ifit had this bid vector, il was

information that you have in hand, and this siudy is enrly data, perhaps some ol the early data that we

a specific example where we have informution and got from Wes-Stat, and what it's doing is affecting

need to develep the bid design, but the general the fit of the Jop-Logit model to the actual data.

process and the general rules of tumb that T 10:45 And what one ofien does, what econometricians will  10:49

developed in the literature would apply direcily to often do when assessing fit is try to determine

this case. whether any particular data points are inflluencing

Q Why don't you take a look again at your CV and the fit of the model. So this is a parametric

point cut to me which articles you are referring o model, which is not what we ultimately used, and at

when you say several of your studics would help you  10:45 | this point, and as | said, this was early in the 10:49
58 60

in this bid design. process and not something we pursued, T had

A Which articles? estimated this log-Logit mode] and 1 was

Q Yos experimenting with how 1 might get a better fit for

A The first — going from the top of the list, the log-Logit mode] by experimenting with what might

Optimal Design for Multinomial Choice Experfments;  10:46 | be influential data poinls in terms of the fit with ~ 10:49

Bins and Discrete Response Contingent Valuation, the log-Logit model,

Sensitivity of Willingness to Pay Estimates to Bid Q Okay. You're going to have to explain to me

Design and Dichotomous Choice Contingent Valuation what a log-Logit model is.

Models, a Comment; Optimal Experimental Design for A Letme slart with a Logit model.

Daouble-Bounded Dichotomous Choice Contingent 10:46 | Q Okay. 10:50

Valuation; and Design of Sequentinl Experiments for A ALogil mode! is a parametric (hal assumes a

Contingent Valuaiion Studies; and the book chapter, functional form for the probability of o person

urdemeath chaplers and books, Experimental Design voting yes or no to the vote question, A Jog-Logil

for Stated Choice Experiments. model is — uses the same finctional form as the

Q  So those materials you've just identified 10:46 Logit model, but instead of the model being a 10:50

would be some of the backgrnun-dAupcrﬁse that you function of bid, it's a functien of the log bid.

would have relicd upon in forming the bid vector in Q  What docs the PR (vote line) represent ou this

this particular — ’ graph, the red line?

A Yes. A That should be the log-Logit model.

Q —survey? 10:47 Q Why did you drop the $405 bid on this model?  10:50

A Somy. A As1 said, | was assessing fit for the

Q Dr. Kanninen, I've handed you what's been
marked as Deposition Exhibit No, 9, which appeared
in your considered by materials. Can you identify
for me what this graph depicts? 10:48

59

log-Logit model. This is not a particularly pood
fit right here, ns is, but becanse the log-Logit
model was decining at a rapid rate, 1 just did a
test to see if it would fit the empirical

61

10:51
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distribution betier by dropping that bid. Fwas

just o 1est of the parometric model, which we
ultimately chose not to use,

Q  Were you aware that a 8500 hid amounnt was
pretested in the Februsnry 6th, 2008 survey?

A ldonot believe 1 was aware of thet,

10:51

Q Do you know what percentage of respondenis

snid yes to that 5500 bid amount?

A No.

Q 'Would that have been important to you to know  10:51

what pereentage of respondents said yes to the $500

bid amount in the February 6th, 2008 survey?
MS. XIDIS: Objection to form.

A Ilthe team did not feel that thot was a study

that was worth providing to me to assess the fina)

design, | assume they did not feel that it was

something that would be informative to the final

process.

Q (By Mr. Deihl) You've never reviewed that

Februnry 6th, 2008 survey; correct?

F0:52

10:52
A That's correct.
Q  Soyou're relying upon the team's expertise in
determining whether or not thst survey would have
been helpful in developing a proper bid vecior in
this cnse; correct? H::52

62

A 1think I answered the first part of your
question a little bit earkier in snying —~ you asked

me the same question about whether 1 - whether one
needs al] pretest information, and I said, 1 believe
design proceeds in stages uad you rely on the best
infermation for the previous stnge, At any point in

18:55

that process, if you determine that some information

is no longer poing Lo be informative to the next

sinpe, it doesn't need to be used.

Q (By Mr. Deibl) And you were relyingonthe  10:55
other tearn members to make the decision whether or

not that other informstion wounld be informative to

the next siage in this case; correct?

A You're nsking thot kind of in the negative

form. | wuos — 1 made the assumption that the team
of experis had provided me with the information they
feit 1 needed to nssist them in developing the best

10;55

design possible,
Q  Okay. Let's suppaose for 8 moment ihat the bid
dchedule was from 550 to $125 instead of from $10to  10:56
5$405. What do you think wonld happen to your
estimated willingness to pay resulta?
MS. XIDIS: Objection to form.
A Tdon't know,
Q (ByMr. Deikl) You don't have sny apinion,
64

10:56

MBS, XIDIS: Objection to form.
A Could you repeat that question?

MR. DEIHL: Would you read the question
back, please?

(Whereupon, the court reporter read back
the previous question.)
Q (ByMr.Deihl) You were relying upon the team
to determine whether or not that February 6th, 2008
survey would have been helpful in develeping the bid
vector in this survey; correct? 10:53
A T'hadn't heard of that focus group until you
mentioned it just now, so I was not relying on the
team in any way in making any determination
regarding it.
Q  Well, you said to me earlier that you thought
it was important to you, as an expert in bid survey
design, to revicw all of the pretest information and
to analyze that pretest information in arrviving at a
bid vector for the main survey, and then you've just
told me, I think, that you were relying upon the
team of experts here to provide you with the
information that they thought way relevant in
developing a bid vector for the main survey; did I
get that right?

MS. XIDIS: Objectionto form.

63

10:53

10:54

10:54

10:54

based on your experiise?
A Tt's impossible to say without collecting the
datn.
Q  'Would that be true with any bid vector other
than the one you tesied? 10:56
A I'm sorry, would what be true?
Q  You said it was impossible to say without
looking at the data, and my question was, would you
give the same answer for any bid vector other than
the one you tested? 10:57
MBS. XIDIS: Objection to form.
A Yeah, I need you to go back two stages.
Q (By Mr. Deihl) Olay.
A Could you - could you rephrse the question?
Q  Sure, let's try apain. 1asked you the 10:57
question, suppose the bid schedule was from 550 to
3125, and 1 asked you what do you think would happen
to your estimated willingness to pay results, and I
think your answer was, it's possible 1o say; did I
get that right? 10:57
A Yes.
Q My follow-up question was, would you say it
was impaossible to say for any bid vectors vther than
the one that you tested?
A There are subsels of the current bid vector

65

10:57
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where il they had been nsked, we could say something
about how the lower bound willingness to pay
distribution might change,
Q Soifit was a subset of the bid vector you
tested, you could say something about it?
A 1could say something ubout how our lower
bound estimate of willingness to pay would change,
Q  Okay. What if, for example, a subset of this
estimate would be from $45 to §125, could you say
something about that? 10:58
A Whal are (he bids, specifically?
Q 1don't think you did a bid study--I'm
asking yow. You said if it was a subset of your
bids, you could tell me what you think would happen
to the estimated willingness to pay results, and 1 10:59
just threw out a hypothetical from 545 1o 5105,

MS, XIDIS: Qbjection to form.
A 1 couldn't answer that,
Q (ByMr.Dcihl) Okay. Are there any subscis
that you could answer? 10:59
A I'mnot sure. 1think T would need on
example.
Q Okay. For example, could you say whether a 10
to 125 bid vector would have resulied in a higher or

10:58

A No, I belicve 1said it would be an even more
canservative lower bound estimate of willingness 1o
pay.

Q (ByMr. Deihl) So you conld — you could
provide an answer to me if you had the data?

A As aprofessional, T would not feel
comfortable providing a willingness to pay estimate
when the responses I got didn't even cross over the
50th percentite. So on a professional basis, 1
would not want to provide that type of information
to a client,

Q You say you wouldn't want to do it because the
responses you got didn't even cross over the 50th
percentile. Why did you - why is the 50th
percentile important?

A The 30th percentile is the median of the
distribution. 1t's the point where half of the
respondents would be willing to pay that amount, so
it's generally thoughl to be approximately the
middle of the distribotion. I[ you haven't —
basically, il you bavent gotten la the point of the
50th percentile, the middle of the distribution in
some sense, you haven't estimated the distribulion.

Q You indicated that my hypothetical from 10 to

¥1:02

11:02

11:02

11:03

lower estimated willingness to pay than the 11:00 125, based on thiy survey, would be a poor bid 11:03
66 68

willingness to pay estimate in this study? design. Why?

A Youre making the assumption that the votes A Well, ns [ said, for the final product, il

would be what we obtained for those? would nat trace out very much of the actual

Q I think that's what you said you would need me distribution.

to assume in order to answer the question; is that  11:00 { Q  Would the 10 to 125 bid vector tell yon 11:03

correct? anything about the lower bound estimate for

A Ibelieve so, yes, willingness to pay?

Q Onkay. So yes, I am msking that assumption. A Itwould give us 1 Jower bound on the lower

A So what’s the bid range apain? bound.

Q 10tp125. 11:00 Q  You ialked about the process that you went 11:04

A Ifthe bids range from 10 to 125, 1 believe nt through to develop the bid vector in this case, and

$125, we had about 60 percent of people saying yes, 1 think you've referred to the materials that

they would pay 125, Soif that had been our bid Stratus sent you, you referred to the expertise that

range, we would, for example, not have learned what you have, ag reflected on the articles on your CV,

the median willingress to pay is. We would notheve  11:01 { and you referred to this telephone call that you had  11:04

crossed over the middle of the distribution. It
would be a poor hid design, which would result in a
highly conservative lower -- a lower bound estimate
of willingness to pay that 1 do not believe would be
pariicularly informative. 11:01
Q Soin answer o my guestion, you couldn't tell
me whether it would result in a higher or lower
estimated willingness to pay than the willingness to
pay estimate in this survey?

MS. XIDIS: Objection to form,

67

11:02

wilh the Stratues experts. Anything else you tock

into consideration iu reaching that bid vector?
MS., XIDIS: Objection {o form,

A | can't think of anything at the moment.

Q (By Mr. Deihl) Can you telf me what a choke

price is?

A A choke price is referred to in demand

modeling often as the point at which (here would be

a zero demuond for o produet

Q When you're designing bid vectors, do you look  11:05

69

11:04
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for a choke price when you're testing bids?

A Do I'look fora point st which nobody would

want fo buy the good?

Q Yes

A That would be in the extreme tails of the

distribution, the peint where everybody would say

no, I won't puy it.

Q Right.

A That would be essentially at the zeroth

percentile, and I'm on record as recommending that

one not pursue tails, and that would certainly be an

example of that.

Q Why are yon on record stating that one ought

not to pursue tails?

A The tails of the distribution.

Q VYes.

A This is what we discussed earlier in the day.

It takes & lot of - you have to collect o kot of

observations at a point in the tails in order 1o

estimate that response well, and it's just very

costly.

Q Can you point to any study of nonuse or total

values where the top bid actually resulted in a

proportion of yes bids falling to zero?

A 1—ns1snid, if the response fell to zero,
70

11:06

11:06

i1.06

11:06

11:07

weren't aware, that a $500 bid amoust had been
tested in February of 2608. You weren't aware of
thst before 1 told you that tedsy; correct?
A That's correct.
Q  Would it matier to yon what percent answered
yes at the 3500 bid level in designing the upper
hid?

MS. XIDIS: Objection to form.
A Ihe scenario hud chenged from thnt point te
the point of the final survey, thot would not have
been an informetive piece of information to me.
Q (By Mr. Dcihl) What if the scenario had not
chanped?
A Soyou wantme 1o speculate on whether —
Q Yes Ido. 11:10

MS. XIDIS: Objection to form.
A Ifthat earlier survey had been identical to
the infonnation — the Tinal survey, then — and the
team felt it was reliable informotion, then it —1I
would have used thot information, as well, but the

11:09

1110

11:11
tezm did no! provide it because they did not believe
it would be informative 1o me.
MR, DEIHL.: Why don't we take a break for
1 Inpe change.
VIDEOGRAPHER: We're ofT the record, 11:07
72

it

it would be an inefficient bid design. 1 do not
know of anybody who has tried to do that. Tt's
possible that there are popers in Lhe lilerature
with n zero response at the higher bids, but I can't
name thein for you ofThand. 11:08
Q  What logic guides the selection of the top bid
number?

A As I've spid, the main part ol the logic is to

try to keep the bids out of the tails of the
distribution. So depending on the type of pretest
information you have, if you have informative
pretest information, you might have a good sense of
where that tail lies and how far you do not want to
go. From there, it's basically a question of how
certain you feel about the pretest information you
have, and whether you feel it's important to

pursue — how far of a range you feel it's important

o pursue.

Q If the pretest information indicates that
you're -- well, strike that. How would you knowif 11:09
the pretest information tells you that you're into
the tail?

A Ifyou pot a response rate ot something like

15 percent or 10 percent or 3 percent.

Q In this case, I told you, and I think you

71

15:08

11:08

11:09

.

{Following o short recess at 1k:11 a.m,,
proceedings continued en the record at 11:22 a.m.)

VIDEQGRAPHER: Back on the record, 11:18
o.m. 11:22
Q {(By Mr. Deihl) Before we took a break, Dr.
Kanninen, we were talking about whether or not the
$500 bid amount from the February survey would have
been useful to you in developing a bid vector in the
main survey, and I think your answer was if it was
identical to the final survey, if the presurvey had
been identical to the final survey and if the team
had found it reliable. If the information in the
presurvey was identieal to the final survey, did it
matter to you whether or not the team felt it was
relinble?

MS. XIDIS: Objection to form.
A ldon't understand that question.
Q (By Mr. Deihl) Well, in answer to my earlier
question, you gave me - you said you would rely on
that $500 number or it would be important to you if
it was one - if the presurvey was identical to the
final survey, and if the team felt that it was
relinble information. And my question was, if it
wis identical to the final survey, did it matter

73

11:23

11:23

11:23

11:23
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what the team thought about that information, to
you?

MS. XIDIS: Objection to form,
A Yes, 1 would actunily have to revise what |
said earlier. 1 would just say if'the team [elt
(hat information was relevant to me, then 1 would
have wanted to see it. ifthe team thought it would
be informative to my process, it would have been
informative to me,

11:24

copy of the main Stratus report. Could you point me
io that report to the discussion of how the team
seleeted the bid vector in this case?

A 1donot recall a discussion in here ubout how
the bids -- could you repeat the question? ['m 11:28
S0ITY.

Q My question was if you could point me in the
report ta s discossion of how the bid vector in this
case was selected.

Q (ByMr. Deihl) So you were relying entirely 11:24 | A Tdo nol think there is o specific section  11:28

npon the team's assessment of whether or not that discussing how the bid vector was selected. There

informatinn would have been informative? is o point in the actual — where the survay is

A Yes, and the reason I'm revising what 1 said presented where it stales whnt the bids were.

is there are a multitude of factors that would Q 'Why did you not include in the repori a

determine whether or not they would want lorelyon 11:24 | discussion of how the bid vectors -- bid vector was  11:28

that data. It's just ot the wording of the survey, chosen?

but whether they had, at that point, felt they'd had A Once the datn are selected, what's important

n representative sample, all sorts of informution. is what the responses were 1o those bids and what

So the term has expertise in all of those areas, that indicates for the willingness to pay

survey wording, sampling design, and developing 11:25 | diswibution. [ think given the way the reportis =~ 11:29

questions that will be informative ond relinble, Se set up, there wasn't o discussion of that part of

1 think there could be no betier evidence of o piece the process o5 something thot needed 1o be presented

of information being informative than if the team nfter the facl.

recommended it ns being informutive. Q  Other than the articles yoa pointed me te in

Q  And conversely, if the team recommended it 11:25 | your CV, did you rely upon any published papersin 11:29
74 76

wasn't informative, then you wouldn't view it as reaching the bid design in this case?

informative? A Other than my own papers?

A With repard to the pretest dala, yes. Q Uh-huh.

Q Based on your published papers shout optimal A Is that what you're asking? I'm familiar with

bid design, in your opinion, is the design of this ~ 11:25 the literature on optimal design and experimental ~ 11:30

survey optimal?
A Optimal has a multitude of definitions. The
researcher has to determine whal optimality means to
him or her. I would say given what (he team's goals
were in this project, that the design was an 11:26
excellent design, yes.
Q  And again, what were the team's goals in this
project?

MS5. XIDIS: Objection, asked and answered.
A Thbelieve the goals were to estimate the bulk
of the willingness to pay distribution and to
estimate it well, and to comply with the NOAA
panel's recemmendation of keeping the design and the
study as conservative as possible. And by what they
chose to do in complying with that is to estimate o
Jower bound on willingness to pay, and | believe the
desipn worked very well for those goals.
Q (ByMr. Deihl) Dr, Kanninen, I'm handing you
what was previously marked in the Dr. Tourangeau's
depuosition as Deposition Exhibit No. 6, whichisa  11:27

75

11:26

11:26

design, and in that sense, that all serves os
background infurmation to me when I think about a
new bid design, but there were not any specific
papers I pulled out to help me think about this
design. 11:30
Q Why did you choose in the report not to refer
to this literature on optimal design?
A [ think the report was written to present the
results of the study and design — once the bids are
chosen, the design is what it is. Whether or not
it's optimal has more to do with how costly the
survey was-io the people doing the survey than it
does to the readers. It's not relevant to the
readers evaluating the study as much as it is
relevant to the those who did the study and what
they had to pay to collect those observations.
Q Butisn't it true that the bid vector can
affect the final willingness to pay number?
MS. XIDIS: Objection to form.
A Tthink willingness to pay is what willingness

77

11:30

11:31

11:31
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to pay is.
Q (ByMr. Deihl) Do you think — you think you
could use any bid design, any set of bid design
numbers in connection with this survey and come up
with the same willingness 1o pay number? 11:31
MBS, XIDIiS: Objection to form.
A The public of Oklahoma has a willingness to
puy for the pregram that's specified in this survey.
I think that willingness to pay is what it is. Ido
not think it's affected by the bid design 11:31
Q (ByMr. Deihl} Soagain, my question was, if
I had chosen a different bid vector, would have that
different bid vector resulted in the same
willingness to pay number?
MS. XIDIS: Objectionto form.
Q (ByMr. Dcihl) In your opinion.
A Again, I believe the public's willingness to
pay is what it is, and whatever bids we asked them,
they would have responded according to their
willingress to pay. Our hid can't affect what their
willingness to pay is.
Q (ByMr. Deill) Yes, but keep talking about
the public's willingness to pay. You didn't survey
every citizen of the State of Oklahoma; right?
A That'’s correct. 11:32

11:32

11:32

78

would not affect willingness to pay.
Q (ByMr. Deihl) Okay. So the bid vector can
affect the team's estimate of the citizens of
Oklahoma's willinpness to pay; correct?
A The teurns lower bound estimote. 11:34
Q  Tell me what you mean by lower bound estimate.
A Essentially, the team chose 1o use the most
conservative approach possible for estimaling
willingness lo pay, and what that entails is
obtaining votes at particular bid levels, which were
the six point bid vecter, and using those vote
percentages as estimates for how they would vote at
those particular bids. But between those bids, we
make the most conservative — conservative
assumplion poessible, which is that between any two
bids, nobody would actually have a willingriess to
pay higher than the lower ol those two bids. It
results in a stair-step shape for the willingness to
puy distritwtion that -- the lower bound willingness
to pay distribution that we estimate. By doing the
estimation that way, we are guaranteeing that
whatever estimate we come up with, it is lower than
the willingness to pay. A lower bound means you are
lower than what you are seeking.
Q (ByMr. Deihl) Now, that's only true if the
80

11:34

11:35

11:35

11:35

Q So what you're trying to do in this bid design
is develop a statistical tool to arrive at a
willingness to pay number that you think reflects
the public of Oklshoma's willingness to pay to clean
up Tenkiller Lake and the Illinois River; correct?
MS. XIDIS: Objection to form.
A We are using the study to estimate a lower
bound on the public's willingness to pay, Our study
cannot affect what the public’s willingness to pay
is, 11:33
Q (ByMr. Deihl} IfT had used a different bid
vector, would it have affected potentially the lower
bound willingness to pay?
MBS, XIDIS: Objection to form.
A I'm sorry, could you repeat the question?
MR. DEMHL: Could you read back her last
answer, please?
(Whereupon, the court reporier read back
the previous answer.)
MR. DEIFL: Then can you read my question,
please?
{Whereupon, the court reporter read back
the previous question.)
A It's possible that it would have affected our
lower bound estimate of willingoess to pay. It

79

11:32

11:33

11:33

11:34

results of the bid amounts was parametric; correct?
MBS. XIDIS: Objection to form.
A No, (hal doesn't sound correct at afl,
Q (ByMr. Deihl} Oksy. If, for example, the
respondents at a hundred and five bid amount —
strike that. For example, if 20 percent of the
respondents at $105 bid amount — let me try & third
time. Hypothetically, if 20 percent of the
respondents were willing to pay $105, and only 15
percent of the respondents were willing to pay 585,
would that affect the estimate of lower boeund
willingness to pay?
MS. XIDIS: Objection to form.
A 1—1Idon'tunderstand what you're asking,
Q (By Mr. Deihl) I'm not asking it very well.
That's fair. Let me try again. Dr. Kanninen, I've
handed you a copy of your 1993 article entitled Bias
and Discrete Response Contingent Valuation; is that
correct?
A The date is 1995, 11:38
Q T'm sorry, 1995. And I was referring to 1993
becanse the article on the byline indicates it was
revised August 27th, 1993; do you see that?
A Idosee thet, The publication date is of the
top. 11:38

81

11:36

11:36

11:37
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Right.

The actual citation.

Yes. And this is an article yon wrote?

Yes, it is.

Would you take a look at Page 118, please, the 11:38
section entitled, some guidance on bid design, It

QFoF0

indicates-in the second sentence, in theory, optimal
designs icnd to be one or two point designs, which
are ohjectionahle and practiced for several reasons,

Q  Is that the cstimator that you planned to use?
A We hod not worked out the details, the full

details of the estimator at the bepinning of the

project, bul yes.

Q You're going to have to help me out here
beeause your article says optimal designs tend to be
one or two degree designs, and you used a six point
design here, and 1 thought your answer was you did
that becanse you used a nonparametric approach. Did

11:42

the main one being that they require knowledge of ~ 11:39 { 1 get that part right? 11:43

parameter values before the survey is desipned. If A Thet sounds ripht, yes.

optimal designs are onc and two point designs, how Q  When you say you used a nonparametric

can a six point design be optimz1? approach, what do you mean?

A The optimal design npproach I was referring lo A Oh, I'm sorry, T may or may not have said it

at this poimt referred lo parametric models, which,  11:39 that way. I was saying you were approximalely 11:43

[or cxample, the Logit and log-Logit (hat we right. But when we desipned this study, our

discussed earlier, those models tend to have two expectation was thal we were going to use a

parameters that you need to estimute. So you can nenpara —~ nonparameiric estimator for willingness

typically estimaie those models with as few as two to pay. That was one of our goals for the study was

bids glong that distribution. I's because you gre  11:40 to do a pood job of estimating that nonparametric  11:43

making an assumption about the shape of the estimator of willingness to pay. So could you

distribution ot — beforehand. The approach we're repeat the question again, please?

using in this siudy is a nonparametric approach. We Q Okay. So you designed the study thinking that

are not assuming anything about (he functional form, you were going to use a nonparametric estimator, and

which menns every point that we estimate nlong the  11:40 in your opinion, becanse you designed the study 11:44
a2 B4

willingness to pay distribution is a paremeter we thinking you were going to use a nonparametric

have to estimate, So if we had done two points ina estimator, therefore, you could use a six point

nonparametric — for nonpara — for nonparametric design instead of a two point design; is that

purposes, we would have only had two points on that correct?

willingness to pay snd it would notbe nvery good 11140 | A That's not the specific line of thinking that  11:44

tracing of the willingness to pay distribution. 1 pursued, but I certainly felt that a six point

Q Explain to me what you mean by parametric and design would be betfer than a two point design if

nonparametric apain, somebody had suggested that.

A Parametric is when you assume a mathematical Q Okay. But your arficle here says, optimal

functional form for the probability that people will  11:41 designs tend to be one or two point designs; 11:44

vote yes or no to o vole question. Norparametric, correct? When are designs - when are optimal

you make no assumption about an underlying designs one or two point designs, in what

functional form for people's probuabilities, you fust circumstances?

take the ifformation that people do or donlt vote A Well, if you finish the sentence thal you

yes or no and use that information alone to estimate 11341 read, what T said was one or two point designs which  171:44

that probability, are objectionable in practice for several reasons,

Q  And why do you say that this survey is & The main one being thal they require knowledge of

nonparametric survey? the parameter values before the survey is designed.

A Imsormry, I misspoke. The estimator is a What happens with optimal design is it's only

nonparametric estimator. The survey was designed  11:41 | possible to know what the truly optimal bid points ~ 11:43

with the plan to use a nonparametric estimator. were, and this is simply for cost savings purpose to

Q  Which plan was the survey designed to use? have an optimat design. You only would know what

Which estimator was the survey designed to use? the exact optimal points would be after you have

A The estimator that we used in the study is done the study. So I don't think anybody in

called the ABERS estimator. 11:42 practice would design o survey with one or twobid ~ 11:45

83
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points.

Q But-—

A And1 have never recommended doing so.

Q Butin theory, the optimal designs tend to be

M3. X1DIS: Objection to form.
A Tthink | explained the goals in these two
cases were completely different. When you're
estimating a nonparametric model, you can only

one and twe bid points; correct? 11:45 estimate the willingness to pay distribution by 17:48
A Intheory, if you are estimating s parametric iracing it out using bid levels and the responses to
maodel such ns Logit or Probit, the optimal designs those bid levels. You need a set of bids lo get a
are one or two point designs, but that is not what tracing of the distribution. With parametrie
we're doing in this study. models, you nre assuming an underlying functional
Q Ilknow it's not what you did in this study,  11:45 | form, which essentinlly gives you & tracing before  11:48
Why, theoretically, is it better to use a two point vou start, and all you need to do is determine where
design as opposed to a six point design? it poes, which are the parameter estimates, and
A With a paramelric model, you menn? that's why it only takes two points to estimate that
Q Yes parametric model. But that is not what we were
A With a parametric model, the simplest 11:46 trying to do. We chose not to assume a parametric  11:49
parametric, such as a Logit or Probit, have two mode] beforehund, so our goal was to trace out the
parumeter values, o constant term, and then o willingness to pay distribution, and again, 1o do
coeflicient on the bid value, When you need to that, we needed to use a set of bid levels.
estimate two parameters, what you need are at least Q Why did you choese not to use a nonparametric
two pieces of information to do so. And, in fact, 11:46 model beforehand? 11:49
if you just imagine nlgebraically or think back to A Pmsorry?
calculus, generally, il you're irying 1o maximize MR. DEIHL: Could you read back her —
something with a lot of functions, there's just one the end of her last answer, plense?
maximum. Tn this case, there are two parameters to (Whereupon, the court reporier read back
eslimate. You need at Jeast two bid points to 11:46 the previous answer.) 11:49

BE BB
estimate those, and there are exactly two that would Q (By Mr. Deihl) Why did you choose not to
do the very best job of estimating those. use — why did you choose to use s nenparametric
Q Okay. Now, is ABERS a nenparamir or a approach beforehand?
paramatic estimator? A 1 think I've answered that, but again, the
A ABERS is & nonparametric cstimator. 11:47 team made the cheice to use u nonparametric approoch  11:50
Q Parametric. Thank you. Now, in this case, because it doesn't make any assumptions about the
you had done a lot of predesign surveys and focus willingness to pay distribution, and it makes the
groups and et cetera. Did you feel that you didn't maost canservative - it is the most conservative
have sufficient information in order to do a two approach to estimating witlingness to pay, and by
point design in this case? 11:47 choosing the nonparametric ABERS estimatar, the team  11:50

MBS. XIDIS: Objection {o form.
A You're taking about this study?
Q (By Mr. Deihl) Yes.
A Aslsaid, I've never recommended a two point
design in any case, 11:47
Q  Okay. Why not? I think you answered that
beeause you don’t have enough data and you'd have to
do the whole study before you could arrive at the
two point design; is that correct?
MS. XIDIS: Objection to form.
A Yes
Q (ByMr. Deihl) Okay. And in this case, you
had done a number of focus groups and a number of
pretest surveys. Why couldn't have you used a two
point design in this case? 11:48

11:48

87

was following the guidance of the NOAA panet in

terms of being conservative in their approach.

Q Okay. Maybe this is my confesion, When
you're nsing the term nonparametric approach, what
you mean is you're planning to use a nonparametric
estimator; is that correct?

A Yes, o nonparametric estimator or o

nonparametric opproach to estimation,

Q  And so you felt that the nonparameltric
approsch would be the most conservative approach?
A Theteam felt so, yes.

Q Qkay. And when did you reach the conclusion
that you were going to use the nonparametric
approach to estimating? That was before the survey
was started? 11:51

11:50

11:51

89
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A | believe the tearn was nssuming - I believe

the teum had made that decision before I became

involved in the project, that that was the most

likely npproach that was going 1o be used.

Q Did they tell you that?

A Ibelieve so, yes.

Q So that would have occurred in that early

September phone call that we talked about earfier?

A Where they would have said this was their idea

for estimating willingness to pay? Yes. 11:5}

Q Olay. And because you used this nonparametric

approach to estimation, you felt that a six peint

design would be a good design in this case; correct?

A That's correct.

Q Ifyou'd — if you'd direct your attention to

the second paragraph on Page 118 of your 1995

article, the first sentence reads, the lowest biases

are obtaincd with the middle only case where bids

are located only within the 30th to 70th percentiles

of the distribution; do you see that? 11:52

A Yes

Q Now, Siratus pretested a bhid of $500. How did

you determine that 8405 was within the 85 percent

rule of thumb that you set forth here?
MBS. XIDIS: Objection to form.

90

11:51

11:52

11:53

in?
A Asl said, my general rule of thumb from my
statistical work and theorctical work is what you
reminded me of, generally not trying to collect bids
outside of the 15 percentiles on either side, The
leam took a more conservative approach to mine
because they wanted to follow the NOAA panel
puidelines ond be conservative, and they chose not
to try to pursue even out that far, but to just keep
the bids to what they thought would be the bulk of
the distribution, which is about where we ended up,
Q How did you know that that's where you ended
up?
A Thave the data. Thave seen the data.
Q If you'd direct your attention to the third
paragraph of your article, the second sentence, it
states, the upper tail only case uses bids ranging
from 3300 to a thousand dollars. The SB model shows
iarge biases for the para — parameter, excuse me,
for the parameter and the willingness to pay 11:56
estimates. The DB meodel, however, does surprisingly
well

What exactly are you referring to when
you're talking about the upper tail ranging from 300
to a thousand dollars? 11:56

11:55

11:55

11:55

92

A I'm nol referring 10 o percentile rule of

thumb in that What are you referring to?

Q (ByMr. Deihl) Okay. Well, earlier you told

me that you want to make sure that you're not into
the tail, which is a 15 percent — 11:53

A Yes

Q You identified a3 the top 15 pereent, and, 1
assume, the bottom 15 percent; correct? How did you
determine that you were in the middle in the bid
vector that you chose when you dido't look at the
$500 bid -- well, forget about — Jet me ask it

again. How did you determine that you were located
only within the 30th to 70th percentiles of the
distribution?

A 1did not know with certainty at the point of
designing that bid vector what percentile the 405
bid would obtain. I knew I wanted to push the
estimation of the willingness to pay distribution

out further than what the pretest data had done, the
pretest data 1 had looked at had done, so we mode a
modest increase in that top bid from what the
pretest information had 1o the 405, but the team

felt that it was a bid that would still be within

the kinds of bounds we were interested in.

Q  And what kinds of bounds were you inferested

91

11:53

11:53

11:54

11:54

A Could you repent the question, please?
MR. DEIHL: Would you read the question?
{Whereupon, the court reporter rend back
the previous question.)
A The upper tail is defined in footnote E on
Page 116. It says the bids are 300, 400, 500, 700
and a thousand twenty each. These bids are in the
upper 30th percentile tait.
Q) (ByMr. Deihl) On Page 119 of your article,
you talk ahout it being important to aveid cbviously 11:59
excessive bids. I'm looking at the bottom of Page
119. How do you determine whether a bid is
obviously excessive?
A Could you point to that poaragraph, please?
Q  Itis the second paragraph from the bottom of  12:00
the page, the second sentence from the botiom of
that paragraph. It states, it is most important to
avoid obviously excessive bids.
A Yes, and then it says, CV — CV researchers
tend to know which bids full into this category
before sdministering their final surveys.
Q  That was my question. How do CV researchers
know which bids fall into this category before
administering their final surveys?
A I believe experienced CV rescarchers use their

93

11:58

12:00

12:00
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background knowledge, as well as information they've
collected from focus groups (o determing a generl
ranpe of the preferences for the pood that they're
researching, and al the point that they — when they

A T'msorry, pape --

Q 120. Actually,let's go back io Page 119, I'm
sorry. At the fop of Page 119, and actually
throughout the paper, you talk ahout using a

get to the point of administering their final 12:01 double-bounded model, and the top of Page 119 you  12:04
survey, they tend to have a sense of the preferences state, the double-bounded model offers the second
of the public they're trying to survey regarding the chance, which makes it more — much more robast to
good, and they would tend to know dollar amounts poor bid designs than the single bounded model. You
that would probably fall bevond a reasonable — the didn't use 8 double-bounded model in the survey that
range of willingness to pay that they're looking at, 12:01 we're here on today, did you? 12:05
that they think they're assessing. A That's correct.
Q And did you do that in this cave? Q Why didn't you?
A Which case are you referring 10? A That decision was made before 1 came on the
Q The case that brings us here today. project, 1 can't speak to it
A Not this paper, but the case. 12:01 Q In your opinion, would it have been hetter to 12;05
Q Not this paper, uh-huh. have used a double-bounded model?
A Didldo- A DBetter in what sense?
Q You talked about how researchers tend to know Q In getting more nccurate estimates of the
what the obviously excessive bids are based on the citizens of Oklaboman's willingness to pay for
pretest data that they've looked at, et cetera, et 12:02 | cleanup of Tenkiller Lake and the Dlinois River?  12:05
ceterd, and I asked you, did you do that in this MS. XIDIS: Objection to form.
survey? A A double-bounded appronch would hnve nllowed

MS. XIDIS: Objection to form. us to efficiently explore further into the 1ail of
A think we've discussed that I was not & part the distribution, so in that sense, we could have
of the pretesting process and the focus group 12:02 maoved closer to the public's willingness o pay than  12:05

. 94 96

process, but the eam has n — several very highly we did in this case. So in a sense, by taking the
respected and well published researchers in single bounded appronch, the approach we took, it
contingent valuation, and I believe their background wits another example of taking a conservative
expertise, as well as the number of focus groups and approach, according lo the NOAA panel guidelines,
experience they had in person working with focus 12:02 :Q (ByMr. Deihl) Now, at the bottom of Page 119  12:06
group respondents and pretest respondents, 1 you say, it is most important to avoid obviously
believe, yes, that they had a very pood sense of excessive bids. We salready talked about that a
what might be out of bounds in terms of the public's little bit. What's the problem with obviously
willingness 1o pay, excessive bids? What does it do to your esiimate —
Q (ByMr.Deihl) So you relied upon the other  12:03 | estimation of willingneas to pay? 12:06
team members in determining whether or not there MS. XIDIS: Objection to form.
were any obviously excessive bids? A Are you asking oboul the problem T've

MS, XIDIS: Objectionto form. identified in this specific paper —
A 1don! think there was ever o question of Q (ByMr. Deihl) Yes,
there being an excessive bid in terms of the 12:03 A —or do you want my general opinion? 12:07

proposed design that T brought forward.

Q (ByMr. Deihl) And how did you make that
determination?

A Nobody suggested that it wes close to being
excessive, and given the pretest data, Tknew that
the top of the bid range, which was 54035, would
probably get a response rate in the 30th percentile
or so, and that's cerlainly not excessive,

Q Okay. Take a look at Page 120 of your 1995
artficle. 12:03

12:03

95

Q I'd like to understand what you were saying in
this paper first. C

A This paper explores the cencept that maximum
likelihood estimation, which is a parametric
approach, which, sgain, is not relevant to our

study, but in this paper, it discusses muximum
likelihood estimation and the fact that estimates,
parameter estimales, as we refemed to earlier, are
consistent, but it does not mean they're unbinsed.

So what this paper does is explore the statistical

97

12:07

12:07
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bins that would occur if you estimate o maximum
likelihood — if you estimate maximum likelihopd
parameters and use those parameters to estimate

willingness to pay. So what it determines — whal

doesnt fit the model well. In fact, really sticks

out in terms of the model you've estimated,

Q And in this case, it would be these 15 percent
of the observations at the 2,000 bid level?

it compares are differemt approaches to designand  12:08 | A Inthis McFadden, Leonard study. 12:12

how they might be — result in a statistical bias in Q Okay. And why was that an outlier problem in

terms of the estimation, And in gencral, the the McFadden and Leonard study?

conclusion is that, in fact, a statistical bias is A [believe they claimed that it wos.

extremely small, like about 1 percent, but of the Q Did yon think it was?

designs that got the highest bins, and again, 1 12:08 A [think my statement implies that 1 don't 12:12

believe they were fairly small, as well, the ones think it makes sense to call those — that result an

that had the most bins were the designs that focused outlier, [ believe it means that the model is not

on the tails of the distribution as opposed o the fitting the data well.

middle of the distribution, which is one of the — Q What do you mean when you say the model is not

so this is one of the pieces of research thathas ~ 12:08 fitting the data weli? 12:12

led me 1o come 1o my general rules of thurmb that A Again, we're falking about parametric models.

T've established in the literature on where the most Q Okay, And apain, a parametric model is just a

informative bid points would lie and where they model that uses a parametric approach for

won'l. estimating; correct?

Q Okay. OnPage 120 of this article, nearthe  12:09 | A A mathematical functional form to describe how  12:12

bottom of the page, the last paragraph, vecond people would be responding as opposed 1o just saying

sentence, you s5tate, of course, the statement that that they did or didn't say yes or no.

15 percent of the observations at the §2,000 bid Q Uh-huh

level of all ontliers seem extreme, The high A And one of the main problems with specifying a

positive response rates these studies obtain in the  12:10 | parametric functional form up lront is that that 12:13
a8 100

tails indicate that there is much more than an alrendy has a shape to it, and if you estimate that

occasional outlier problem with the data. What are madel and you overlay it with the actunl data

you referring to there? responses that vou collecied, if you have, for

A Tam referring to a study that was done by example, a bid level that has a response that looks

McFadden and Leonard, and they're cited in this 12:10 | quite different (han the curve that you drew based  12:13

section, where they — and. in fact, their paper was on the model that you estimaled, then one thing you

one of the reasons [ wrote this paper, where they could say is that's an outlier, it doesn't — it's

claim that they have developed a design that resulis just a statistical anomaly that doesnt fil with my

in a binsed willingness o pay estimate, and 1 wrote model. Or the cther thing you could say is, my

this paper in response to their claims to say that  12:10 model is not fitting the data very well, Perhapst  12:13

as [ snid, maximum likelihood estimation is biased, have the wrong funclional form or perhaps | have

but in a very small way, and that's what T showed. specified the wrong set of parameters.

And as a follow-up to that, my comment is that Q In your model?

basically, that if you have found outliers in your A Inthe model,

model, which are basically poorly fitting models 12:11 1 Q Inthe Stratus survey, what percentage said ~ 12:13

where at some point along the distribution you're yes to the top bid of 34057

getting results that don't fit the distribution A Canllook that up?

you're trying to estimate, then if you have a lot of Q Yes, youmay. ’

them, they're not what we call outliers from a A This is nfier the Tah 67

statistical sense, what you have is a poorly fitting  12:11 Q I think you'll find the main survey document  12:14

model.
Q When you refer in this sentence that I read to
you to an oceasional outlier problem, what is an
outlier problem?

A Anoutlier is when you have a data point that

L]

12:11

afier Tab 6.

A Could yourepeat Lthe question, please?
My question was, what percentage said yes to
the top bid of $405?

A Inwhich version of the survey?

101

12:14
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Q In the main version of the Survey.

A 34.2 percent,

Q  What page are you reading from, please?

A 62,

Q And what percent said yes to the top bidin =~ 12:15
the scope version of the survey?

A About 28.8 percent.

Q Do you believe there’s an outlier preblem with

this survey?

A No, I dont. 12:15

Q Whynot?

A Anoutlier refers to a situntipn where you

hiave o data point that sticks out from a parametric

mode] you've estimated, We didn't estimate a

parametric model, so there are no data points that  12:16

stick out as odd.

Q You've never estimated a parametric model on
this -- in connection with this survey?

A Tworked with parameiric models as the data

they didn't mean it truthfully.

Q How de you model for yea-snying?

A Idon't think there's an established approach
in the literasure on modeling for yea-saying. 1
have suggested one in this paper, but 1 don't think  12:18
there's un established appronch.

Q Do you agree with the approach that you
suggested in this paper?

A 1think | moke clear in that paragraph ond the
rest ol this paper that il you believe you hove a
problem — my comment in this paper is if you

12:1%

believe you have a problem with your data, you can
incorporate parumeters in your model to nddress that
issue. 1 don't say whether or not any specific

dntnset dogs or does not have that prablem. T'm 12:19
demanstrating a model that can be used to address

what someane might consider a problem, lor cxample,
with McFadden and Leonard, who said they had a

prablem.

was coming in, but we did not use any parametric—~ 12:16 | Q Do you think you had a problem with yea-snying  12:19
well, we didn't use parametric models to estimale in the Stratus survey?
willingness to pay. We do use a parametric model in A No.
the construct validity section, Q 'Why not?
Q  So you did use parametric models in the A Because ] think the survey was carefully
construct validity section? 12:16 constructed. The scenario was carefully 12:20
102 104
A Yes constructed, as well as the vote question, so that
Q  And what was the purpose of using parametric respondents would believe their votes were
madels in the construet validity section? consequential and would believe the scenario as
A That section was intended 1o evalunte whether piven, and 1 belicve if you believe your votes are
responses were consistent were what we expeet from  12:17 | consequential and you understand the scenario, 12:20
economic theory, and to do that, you want to yau're going 1o vote with respect to your true
estimate o model that includes variables that you willingness 10 pay.
think matter from a theoretical perspective, and the Q Now, you — the model that you suggest in this
most straightforward way to do that is use a article to model yea-saying only works with a
parametric model. 12:17 paramefric estimator, not with a nonparametric 12:20
Q And that's what you did here? estimator; correct?
A In the construct validity — A Thal's correct, yes,
Q  Yes. MR. DEIHL: Why don't we tuke a break for
A —section, yes. a tape change,
@ Take a look again at your article, the 1995  12:17 VIDEOGRAPHER: We're off the record, 12:17 1221
article, please, and turn to Page 121, You siate on p.m.
Page 121 at the bottom of the first full paragraph, (Following a lunch recess at 12:21 p.m.,
and I quote, "The unexpectedly high positive proceedings continued on the record at 1:23 p.m.)
response raies observed in the tails might be VIDEOGRAPHER: We are back on the record,
identificd as a systematic bins or a "yea saying'  12:17 The time is 1:19 p.m. 01:23

and modeled accordingly; do you see that sentence?
A Yes

Q What is yea-saying?

A Yea-saying in our litersture refers o the
possibility that — that people will sny yes when

103

12:18

Q (By Mr. Deihl} Dr. Kanninen, before our lunch
break we were talking about yen-saying. How, if
anything, or what, if anything, did the Stratus team
do to adjust for the possible warm glow effect of
yea-sayers? 0:24

105
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A 1donot have an answer for that. You'd huve

to talk to some of the other members ol the team.

Q Do you keep any kind of a library or
compilation of contingent valuation studics at your
office? 01:24

A Thave a filing cabinet and piles of papers,

yes.

Q Do you refer to those other contingent
viluation studies fram time to time in creating bid

estimation in connection with this survey?

A | don't recall discussing the pros and cons of
using that method.

Q  In your opinion, when can yea-saying be a
problem in connection with CV service?

A When the researcher - when the researchers
suspects there might be some.

Q  Are there particnlar types of matiers that are
more likely to result in yea-saying?

01:28

vectors? 01:24 A Whal do you mean by matter — what types of  01:29

A Dol-dolreler to contingent valuation matters?

papers in creating bid vectors? Q  Like environmental matters or market study

Q Contingent valuation studies. matiers or —

A Ne. A Tthink at this point in the contingent

Q Okay. Do you do anything to track contingent  (1:25 | valuation literature, the concem sbout yea-saying ~ 1:29

valuation studies as they're prepared in the has been nddressed by improvements made in the

country? development of surveys, by improvements made in the

A No understinding how lo formulate o vole question, how

Q  Going back te your invaice — lct me find the 10 present respondents with neutral information and

exhibit number. I believe it's Exhibit No, 6. 01:25 those type of survey design issues, so the problem  01:29

That's it. of yea-saying that you're raising is a problem that

A Oh, yes, it was the second page. had been raised in the literature and that I talked

Q Do you have that in front of you? about, us you point out in the 1995 paper, and was

A Yes something that people had discussed then, But I

Q  Exhibit No. 67 01:26 think nt this point, most experienced contingent ~ 01:30
106 108

A Yes valuation researchers know how (o address uny

Q We already {alked about the five-and-a—quarter concerns they might have about something like that

hours you spent between August 31st and September as they design the survey, and by the time they get

3rd of 2008. You've slso got an entry for 29.25 {o that stage and collect that information, 1 do not

hours between September 15th and September 23rd,  01:26 | think the experienced contingent valuation 01:30

2008. Can you describe for me what you were doing researchers ure concerned about yen-saying.

durinp that time period? Q Do you knoew what the Stratus team in

A 1belicve that was a stage before any of the connection with this survey to design the survey in

final dataset hrd come in, so 1 was working with such a way that there were not concerns about

Stratus staff to think about how variobles would be  01:27 yea-saying? 01:30

defined and think about how we would want to A Twas not involved in that part of the

appronch estimating the models we were interested process.

ifL. Q Do you know whether or not the Stratus team

Q You've snid several times that you had decided focused on designing the survey in such a way that

upon o nonparametric approach te estimation early  01:27 | there would not be problems with yea-saying? 01:30

on. Did you ngree with the rest of the team's A Inam quite sure that it was very important to

decision to use a nonparametric approach to all the members of the team who have a vast amount

estimation? of experience collecting this type of data that they

A Yes wanted to comply with (he NOAA panel's guidelines on

Q Waathere any discussion during that initial  01:28 presenting a scenario in neutral terms, and in (1:31

phone call that you had back in early September presenting the type of vote question that the NOAA

abont the wisdom of using such an approsch? panel guideline suppests, and in keeping all of

A Tdon' recall discussing the wisdom, no, their languape and their procedures conservative ns

Q Did you discuss anything about whether or not the NOAA panel sugpests, and 1 believe they were

the feam should use a nonparametric approach to 01:28 very focused on that and that they did a very good ~ 01:31

107
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job of that, and that those — all of those
decisions negated any possibility of yea-saying.
Q Do you know what specifically the team did to
negate the possibility of yea-saying --

MS. XIDIS: Objection to form.
Q (ByMr. Deibl) — in the desipn of the
survey? -
A Td have to just repeat my — the answer 1
just gave.

0131

Q (By Mr. Deibl) In your opinion, could the
lack of variation in the proportion voting yes at
the highest bid level be an indication of
yea-saying?

A T'mnet sure what you menn by lack of
vorintion,

Q  Well, for example, if you look at Table 6.27,
the difference between those voting yes nt the
lowest bid level, between the base program and the

01:34

Q Okay. If I heard you correctly, you just 01:31  scope program, was approximately 11 percent, do you 01:34
trust them, you relicd on their expertise to do sec that?
that; is that correct? A Yes

MBS, XIDIS: Objection to form. Q  And the difference at the $45 bid betwecen the
A The members of my team are some of the most base program and the scope program is approximately
well respected contingent valuation reseprchersin+ 01:32  § 20 percent, da you see that? 01:35
the world, and yes, 1 trusted their expertise in A T'msony, could you repeat that?
that matier. Q The difference between those voting st the 545
Q (ByMr.Deihl) And so you relied upon them 1o level is approximately 20 percent between the hase
design survey that aveided the problem of and the scope program?
yea-saying; is that fair? 01:32 A Yes 01:35
A Yes. Q  And then if you skip down to the $405 bid, the
Q Would you take a look at page 6-30 of the difference betweca those voling yes for the scope
Stratus report? Do you have that in front of you? program and for the base program is only about 5
A Page6-307 percent; do you see that?
Q Yes. 01:33 A Yes 01:35

110 112

A Yes, Q  Could the fact that the difference between the
Q That's a pape, at the top it reads Section scope and the base program is only 5 percent of the
6.6, tests of scope; correct? §405 bid Ievel be attributed to yea-saying?
A Yes, A T do not believe so, no,
Q You'd agree with me, wouldn't you, that the  01:33 { Q Why do you say that? 01:36
scope version of the survey is supposed to reflect a A Well, because going back to the answer | gave
much smaller scale of dumages than the base version a couple of guestions ago, | don't have the sense
of the survey? that the researchers were concemned that the finu

MS. XIDIS: Objection to form. version of the survey would induce yea-saying, And
A The scope version of a survey should reflect o 01:33 secondly, everything in Lhis data thal you are 0136
smaller or larger version of the good. describing or thal yow're pointing out is consistent
Q (ByMr. Deihl) In this case, the scope with the literature and theory.
version of the survey was supposed to reflect a Q  Isif typical in the literature and theory
smaller version of the gond; correct? that the difference in percentage between the base
A Yes. 01:33 program and the seope program is lowest st the 01:36
Q Andin that case, where the scope version highest bid level?
reflects a smaller scale of the good or seale of A There is no theoretical basis for expecting
damapes, wouldn't one expect the difference in those any particular difference in two differem
voting yes at the highest bid level to be at Ieast willingness 1o pay curves,
as large as the difference of those voting yes at ~ 01:34 Q  Does it surprise you that the perceat is 01:37
the lowest bid level? lowest at the highest bid level?

MS. XIDIS: Objection to form. A I'msorry?
A There is no expectation in the literature and Q  Does it surprise you that the percentage of
in theory for the size of differences at different those voting yes hetween the base program and the
bid levels. 0134 scope program is lowest at the 8405 bid level? 01:37

il
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MBS. XIDIS: Objection to form.
A Tthink you misworded that question a bit.

Q (ByMr. Deihl) Okay. Let me try again. Does
it surprise you that the percent of thase voting for

the program at the 3405 bid level — let's try
again. Does it surprise you that the difference

01:37

between those voting for the program at the $405 bid

level is the lowest — is the lowest at that level

between the base program and the scope pregram?
MS. XIDIS: Objection to form. (1:38

A No.

Q (ByMr. Deihl) Why not?

A Data to me represents the respondent — the
responses of the survey sample, which in this case
is members of the public of Oklahoma I'm pot
generally surprised when they reveal their
preferences. 11ake their responses as what they
believe to be their responses. There's nothing
surprising about people’s prelerences,

Q  Does the smaller percent difference at the

01:38

01:38

5405 bid level compared to the other bid levels tell

you anything sbout the survey design?
A About the survey design?
Q Uh-huh.

A It doesn't tell me onything in particular that  01:39

114

yea-sayers, didn't it?

MS. X1D18: Objection to form.
A Idon't think there was — there was an issue
wilh anyone believing it was a test that we should
have done. 01:41
Q (By Mr. Deihl) Why not?
A Asfar as | know, it's nol standard in the
literature to do that.
Q When would you, as a researcher, suspect that
there was a problem with yep-saying? 01:41
A 1would have to defer lo my colleagues on that
question.
Q So you don't have an opinion about how te
determine whether or not there's a problem with
yea-saying? 01:41
A ltisusually —as 1 said, yea-saying isn't
considered to be a problem at this point in the
development of contingent valuation as a
methodology. It was something that was discussed in
the early '90's as something to explore and pursuve, 01:42
and over time, a5 the development of better survey
techniques and better questioning lechnigues and
better wording techniques have taken place, the iden
of yea-saying being a problem isn't something that
researchers are currently concerned about. Ifa 01:42

116

I can think of:

Q Does it tell you anything about the bid
vectors that were chosen?

A Tt might have been interesting Lo explore more

of the distribution, but given the costs, I think ~ 01:39

this is what we have.

Q  When you say explore more of the distribution,

what de you mean?

A It's just what I said earlier. The tesm

decided to tnke a conservative approach and not
explore further than the 30th percentile of this
distribution.

Q  And if you had explored ahove the 30th
percentile, what might it have told you about the
citizens of Cklahoma's response to the survey
materials?

A 1t would have given us more information about
people's preferences above $403. We made Lhe
assumption, by using this bid vector, that nobody
had a willingress to pay over $403. That's a very
conservative assumption to make considering that
over 30 percent of people said they had at least o
willingniess to pay $405.

Q It abo prevented you from testing what
percent of the respondents might have been

115

01:33

01:40

01:40

01:40

researcher has the impression, through focus groups

and pretesting, thut that’s poing on, then it's

something thot they would want to address at that

stape, 1 believe that my colleagues would have

recognized n phenomenon like that and would have 01:42
addressed it through question wording, the

formulation of the vote question, the development of

the scenario und that sort of thing. The fact that

they did not mention it us a problem at the point

that | entered the survey indicates to me that it 01:43

was either - if they ever thought there was a

problem with it, they had resolved it already, and

that they did not, at thet point, think it was a

problem with it

Q Do you have an opinion, sitting here today, 01:43
what the indicators of a yea-saying problem are?

A No, Idon't have an opinion on that, no.

Q  Soin this case, you relied upon your

collezgues o determine whether or not there was a
yea-snying problem, and you trusted them to conclude 01:43
thot there was not such a problem; is that correct?

A It was not an explicit question that I asked

nnd drew conclusions about,

Q  You were assnming that they had concloded that
there wasn’t a problem with yea-saying? 01:43

117
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A Could you repeat that, please?

MR, DEIHL: Would you read it back,
please?

{Whereupon, the court reporter read back
the previous question.} 01:44
A AsTsnid, 1 didn't explicitly make that
assumptior, but I was comfortable with the data, and
did ot suspect that there might be a yea-saying
problem.

When you take one factor and ook at a decision
that's made based on that one factor, you are not
accounting for afl the other confounding fuctors

that may be invoived and that may actually have
either more of an impact or an inverse impact on the
decision that was made, sa the only appropriate way
to evaluate the validity of vote questions, inmy
opinion, is to look at a multivariate type of model.

Q Did you do that in this case?

01:47

Q (ByMr. Deihl) How would you yoursell 01:44 | A Yes. 01:47

determine, in a hypothetical survey, whether or not Q When you look at it ag 2 multivariste model,

there was a yea-saying problem, or is that just what relationship would you expect to see between

something you don't do as a bid vector design response rates and income?

person? A Tthink it can vary very much by the good

A Yenh, I'would soy 1 haven't had direct 01:44 involved. 01:48

experience with thal. Q In the case of the good that people were

Q Obkny. 1sit a common practice in analyzing buying here, do you have an expectation of what

contingent valuation resulis to disaggregate relationship you would see between response rates

response rates by income groups? and income?

A Could you repeat that question, please? 01:45 A 1did not have o prior expectation, no. 01:48

Q Is it a common practice in analyzing Q  Youwouldn't have - you would not have

contingent valuation resulis to disagprepate expected respondents in a higher income group to be

response rates by income groups? more likely to vote yes at a higher bid number?

A 1donot necessarily think that's 8 common A Some people have that expectation about income

practice, no. 045 and willingress to pay for something like water 01:48
118 i20

Q Doesit ever occur? clarity. 1 do not have that expectation, no. I'm

A Probably, not saying | have the inverse expeciation, 1 do not

Q Do you have any cxpericnce in disaggregating have an expectation for how income and preferences

response rates by income groups? for water clarity would be related.

A 1belicve we did so in this report. 01:45 Q Dr. Kanninen, I've handed you s document that  01:48

Q Have you ever done it in any other reports? came vut of your considered by materials entitled

A 1donot know for sure. positive response rates to willingness (o pay

Q Why did you do it in connection with this question. Do you have that in front of yon?

report? A VYes

A The NOAA panel recommends looking at cerdain @ 01:45 | @ What is this document? 01:49

variables and doing crass-tabs (o look at how those A Do you know the dute on the file?

variables ond willingness to pay are refated. Q Ido not know the date.

Q Andis income group one of the variables that A Without knowing the date, | can — what I can

the NOAA pancl recommends looking at? sy for sure is this was done very early on with a

A Not income groups, just income. 01:46 preliminary dataset because later in the process, | 01:50

Q Does disaggregating response rates by income
gronps help determine the validity of the survey
results?

A [ don't believe it's particularly helpful, no,

Q Why not? 01:46

A People respond to vole questions and any kind

of decision making question with a large number of
factors in their heads, and many of those fuctors

are highly comelated with each other or inversely
comrelated with each other to all different extents.  01:47

iis

didn't work on this particular table-making

wnalysis. So it's just o table that takes some

amount of data, and this was on my hard drive. Iam
sure that this porticular document was not shared
with the group, I'm not quite sure what 1 was
planning to do with it, bat it was obviously o table
1 made just for myself, becouse 1 didn't label it
completely, and I didn't give number of
observations, {or example, so it was something I did
early on, maybe even just to set up the fable 01:50

121

01:50
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format. And in the table, it divides respondents by

four income catepories, Less than 20,000, 20,000 to

50,000, 30 to a hundred thousand, and over a hundred

thousand, and then gives their vole percentuges by

the difTerent bid amounts. 01:50

Q Taking a look at the income less than $20,000

bid row,is it my understanding that as we move from

left to right acrosy this table, the bid amounts are

increasing?

A The bid amounts, as you're moving 1o the

right, are increasing, yes.

Q Agrd so under the income less than 20,800, for

example, on the column that's Iabeled $10 bid

amount, the percent responding yes in this table is

.82; is that — am I reading that correctly? 01:51

A Yes

Q Okay. Baged on this table, does it seem

reasonable to you that 65 percent of the respondents

with income less than $20,000 were more than two

times as likely to vote yes at the highest bid 01:52

amount, the $405 number, than any other income

group?

A From a sintistical perspeclive, I have no

reason to disbelieve that this would be the case,

It is very likely, especially since thisis early in - 01:32
122

¢1:51

in your considercd by —

When [ ran this analysis?

— materials; correct?

I'm sorry Lo interrupt.

Yes. 01:53

it would certainly have been no later than the

date that this was put together. It may be that |

opened the file and changed a typo and the date

changed, but it would cenainly indicate that |

praduced this no later than whatever date is on thal

file.

Q Okay. Do you recall changing this tahle at

any point in time?

A Tdon't even recall making this table, so |

don't recall changing it 01:34

Q In your — strike that. Did you include any

results like this in your final repori? And when 1

say like this, I don't mean the actual numbers here,

but I do mean a table that compares percent voting

yes by income level? 01:54

A 1hbelieve we have o couple of tables of this

formal, something maybe like this format in the

report, yes.

Q  When you first bepan working on this project

back in early September of 2008, did you think that
124

b= I =g

01:54

01:55

the process, that that particulur cel) wos o

function of only a couple of observations, So

pelling any purticular pereenlage response is not

surprising at low numbers of observations.

Q Describe for me how yeu received the raw data  01:52
that you were plugging into this type of a table?

Was Wes-Siat sending you the numbers as they were
coming in?

A Wes-Stat did not send me anything.

Q Okay. 01:53

A 1was able to nccess the dalaset on a server

that Stratus had on their end. So when the data —

when the updates of the data came in, a file was

posted on that server.

Q And that was a continval process throughout
the fall of 20087

A Yes.

Q  On soif we wanied to know when you ran this
particular table, we'd just need to look at the date

in your considered by materials, that ought to tell  01:53
us?

A That would probably -- repeat that question,

plese,

Q If we wanted to know when you ran this

particular table, we'd just need to look at the date  01:53

123

01:53

the willinpness to pay estimator would be based on a
Logit model?

A Would you plense repeat that question?

Q When you first began working on this project,
did you think that the willingness to pay would be
basged on a Logit model?

A No, 1didn'.

Q Did you think that the willingness to pay

would be based on a Turnbull estimator?

A Could you define what you mean by Turnbuoll?

Q FPmnot an cconometric. T understand that
there's s Turnbull estimator; am 1 incorreet ahout
that?

A ‘There are a couple of papers by Turnbull in
1974 and 1976. 01:56
Q  Okay.

A Where he defines a procedure for estimating
what he calls survival finctions, because he's
working in o different literature. So you're asking
me if | expected to estimate the — to use the
procedure that he defined in that paper?

Q  1puess I'D ask you, what's your
understanding of what a Turnbull estimator is? Is
that your understanding?

A The Turnbull estimator is an estimalor that is  01:56

125

01:55

01:35

01:56
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used — it is used to eslimate responses when

you huve data in three different classes. When you
huve — vsing our language, because he wrote in
slatistical fiterature. When you have yes voles,

when you have no votes, and when you have exoct
estimaotes of willingness to pay.

Q  Oksy. Iunderstand what you mean by a yves
no -- a yes vote nnd a no vote, What do you mean by
when you have exact estimates of willingness to pay?

A That's where you asked peaple what are you 01:57
willing (o pay, they pave an armount,

Q You asked them an open-ended question?

A Yes

Q  What arc you willing to pay?

01:57

A Yes 01:37
Q  And that's your understanding of what a
‘Turnbull estimator is?

A Thatis whot a Tuenbull estimator is.
Q Okay. You had mentioned these two different

Nao. 12, which is an E-mail from Megan Lawsou to the
team dated Seplember 18th, 2008, enclosing certain
files for your revicw, and copies of those files are
attached to the E-mail. Do you have that io front

of you? 02:01

A Yes.

@  And you would have received this E-mail on or
about — on Thursday, September 18th; is that

correct?

A Yes 0z2:01

Q Who asked the Stratus stafl to prepare these
aonlyses?

A 1donot know,

Q Did you nsk them {o prepare these analyses?

A Mo, 1did nov 02:1

Q These analyses, according 1o the E-mail cover
sheet, include what's called a Turnbull estimates
091808,1.XS, which contain Turnbull estimates of the
mean and median for the pitot 2, pilat 2 and FG-14

papers, and 1 just want to make sure we're on the  01:58 | combined, and scope respondents for the FG-14; do ~ 02:02
same page as far as what the definition of a you see that reference?
Turnbull estimator is. That's your definition, what A 1believe so,
you just said; correct? Q Okny. What's your understanding of what these
A Couid you repeat the question? Turnbull estimates were supposed to he?
Q  When I first asked you about a Turnbull 01:58 A Inthese anachments? 02:02
iZe 128
estimator, you asked me whether I was talking about Q Yes
a paper, I don't remember the date, or a different A 1do not know.
paper, I don't remember the date, by somebody named Q Okay. Do you know why you were sent these
Turnbull, and I said, I don't know, 1 want to know attachments?
what your definition of a Turnbull estimator is,  01:58 | A The sender states it is to prepare for a 02:02
A Ub-huh. canference call,
Q I3 the definition you just gave me your Q Did you talk about these attachments during
definition of what a Turnbull estimator is? the conference call?
A Almost. I should clarify that the Turnbull is A Tdo oot recall,
an estimation procedure. 01:38 Q Ifyouturnto the atiachment, I think it's ~ 02:03

Q Okay. What — what is the Turnbull estimation
procedure, what do you mean by that?

A Itis on iterntive procedure where if you have
this complex form of datn in these three classes,
you would be unable to estimate the distribution
function in basically ane shot, but you would need
to use starting values, and -- and then estimate the
model using those starling values, and then ~ with
the data, and then update your estimates based on
what you get out of that. It's what's ealled o 01:59
self-consistent estimator, You need to iterate

around until what you get out of the estimation is

basically what you started with.

} Dr. Kunninen, I hunded you what's been marked

for purposes of identification as Deposition Exhibit 02:00

127

01:39

sbout the fourth attachment in the pile that's

Iabeled Turnbull estimators using pilot data and

FG-14 main respondents?

A Yes,

Q It's not the graph, it's actually — it looks  02:03

like this. (Indicating).

A Could yourepeat (he tille?

Q 1t's entitled Turnbull estimators using pilot

data and FG-14 main respondents, number equal 249,

six respondents did not voie; do you have thatin ~ 02:04
front of you?

A Yes.

Q  What does this purport to estimate, do you

Imow?

A What was the question?

129

02:04
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Q Do you know what ihis page is?

A Itlooks like it presems voting data for 249
responses for the pilot data and the focus groups —
I'm sorry, the pilot data and a (ocus proup, and it
looks like it follows o procedure to estimate what
might be a Turnbull procedure, but T would have to
study it cerefully to verify that,

Q  Well, it says at the top it's a Turnbull
estimntor, does it not?

A That's whal it says, but [ would have to study  02:05
il to verify that, I'm not sure if that's what it

is.

Q Okay. How could you tell whether or not the
person that prepared this used a Turnbull estimator?
A ] would have to study her — the code she 02:05
used.

Q Soyou'd have to get into the underlying code?

A Yes

Q  There's a note on this page that says,

02:04

unrestricted estimstor, the bottom column, says bid
amount 375, number of yeses 34, number of nocs 13.
A Yes, you're misreading the table,

Q Okay.

A 1l you look at the top, the titles ore off
center. Actunlly, the table is off center to the
titles. The first column is the bid amount. The
eolumn you're thinking are percent yeses are the
percent offered, menning the total number of people
who were asked ench of those bid amounts.

Q Ohkay.

A The next column is Lhe percenl yeses, and the
column after that is the percent noes.

So 34 people were offered the $375 bid amount?
According to this table, yes, 02:09

And 13 of them accepted that bid amount?

That's correct.

Don't the Turnbull and ABERS procedures arrive
at the same willingness to pay when the distribution

02:08

02:08

o000

estimated willingness to pay is highly sensitive to  02:05 | of the data is monotonically decreasing? 02:09

the perceniage voting yes st 375; do you see that? A Yes, they do.

A Yes. Q Hasn't the Turnbull procedure been used in

Q What did that note mean to you? other CV studies?

A What it means to me is that the person doing A Ibelieve the name Turnbull has been used lo

this analysis was trying 1o provide helpfui 02:06 apply to estimators in other studies. T do not know  02:09
130 132

information to the group. if'they were used correctly.

Q Do you know who did this analysis? Q Wasn't it used in the Exxon Valdezstudy?

A This was done by Mepan Lawson. A T'm not sure.

Q Who is Mepan Lawson? Q You worked on that study, you just don't know?

A She was on the stafTat Stratus. 1 do not 02:06 A I'worked on preliminary pretest dafnon that ~ 02:10

know if she is now. study. 1did not work on the final.

Q 'What was her role at Stratus? Q At least as of September 18th, 2008, someone

A Tdon't know what her tille is. st Stratus, ] guess it's Mcgan Lawsen, was running

Q Did you work with Megan Eawson? estimates nsing the Turnbull estimation technigue;

A Yes, | worked with her on eccasion, 02:07 correet? 02:10

Q  You worked with her as part of the work you A Ican't verify that, as I said. 1would need

did on this survey; correct? to study her code.

A [ oceasionally worked with hier to work on some Q Did you rely on Megan to return these soris of

parts of the survey, yes. estimatey for you?

Q Oblay. In the pretest, how many voted yesat ~ 02:07 | A No. 02:10

the 375 bid? Q In nonparametric estimators fike the Turnbull

A According to this table? and the ABERS, none of the respondent

Q Uh-huh. characteristics is factored into the analysis; isn't

A Itleoks like 13. that correci?

Q Ifllook at the tail that says unrestricted  02:07 A That's correct. 02:11

estimator 375 bid, number of yeses, it snys 34,
number of noes, it 5ays 13; am I reading that wrong?
A I'msorry, 1 was looking at the tnble above,
Tell me what you're reading again.

Q There's a table oo this page entitled,

131

02:08

Q I've handed you what's been marked as
Deposition Exhibit Ne. 13, which is an E-mail dated
November 13th, 2008 from youo to Megan Lawson. Do
you have that in frent of you?

A Yes, Ido. 02:12

133
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Q  There are & series of E-mails on this page.
The first E-mail is from Megan to you, and she asks,
can you put the KM code in the analysis folder? I'm
dying to see it. What's your understanding of what
KM code is? 02:12
A KM stands for Kaplan-Meier.

COURT REPORTER: Pardon?
A Kaplun-Meier, K-A-P-L-A-N - M-E-I-E-R.
Q (By Mr. Deibl) And when she refers to the
Kaplan-Meicr code, what is she referring to?
A The Kaplan-Meier code in this case is
referring to # code that | developed (o estimate

02:12

that model.
Q Soit's your own — an estimator that you
developed yourself? 02:12

A Pdidn't develop the estimator. | wrote code
in Stata that efficiently estimated that estimalar.

materials that were presented in the finn) report?

A Yes, that's eorrect,

Q Why did you use the ABERS estimate instead of
the KM cstimator that you hod developed?

A The ABERS estimator js established in the peer
reviewed literature as the approgriate npproach for
estirnating the type of dota we had.

Q If the ABERS estimator is established in peer
review literature as the proper estimator for the
type of data that you had, why did yoo bother to
write eode for the KM cstimator?

A [t wasthe sume code,

Q So KM code and ABERS estimator ave the same
code?

A That's commect. 02:17

Q Compared to Turnbull, whnt are the ABERS'
estimators advantages in this particular

02:17

02:17

Q The last E-mail we looked at, it looked like application?

Megan Lawson had been running some estimations using A Compared to Turnbull?

the Turnbull {fechnique, Why did you decide togo  02:13 | Q  Yes. 02:18

with the KM estimator instead? A They're equivolent,

A Are you ssking why | decided that or the teamn? Q They're exacily the same?

Q Who decided to make that change? A That's correct.

A [don't recall, Q M you were going to use those estimators,

Q Were you involved in the decision? 02:14 you'd come up with the exact same estimation pumber? 02:18
134 136

A Atthat point, 1 was not involved in the A As the Turnbull established in the peer

decision, no. reviewed lilerature, they are equivalent, yes.

Q You provided the code that was used in Q Okay. We should look at the report, Stratus

estimating using the KM methodology; is that report Page 7-5, please.

correct? 02:15 A Page7-57 02:18

A What do you mean by provided? Q Yes.

Q  You e-mailed it to or posted it on the Web A Ch

page for use hy the team members? Q Did you have any involvement in writing this

A Yes, that's correct, I wrote code and posted section of the report?

il in the analysis folder for the rest of the team 02115 A In writing this section of the report? 02:19

to access and the Strutus staff. Q Yes,

Q  And did you write that code for the purpose of A You're talking about just this page?

this project? Q Yes

A Yes. A [ donot belicve I wrote this section, no,

Q  Why did the team later abandon the KM 02:15 } @ Did you have any input 1o this section? 02:20

estimator? A Pmsure that I edited it.

A The tearn did not abandon the KM estimator. Q If you'll direct your attention to the middle

Q Did the fact that the distribution of yes paragraph on Page 7-5, it refers to the graph in

votes was not monotonically decreasing affect your Figure 7.27

choice of sn estimator? 02:16 A Uh-huh, 02:21

A 1do not believe s0. Q Do you see that? Which is on the following

Q Can the KM estimator desl with nonmonotonic page.

distributions of PR yes by bid? A Yes

A 1believe that it does, but 1 am not sure. Q The area under the graph, under the black line

Q Didn't you use the ABERS estimate in the 02:16 on that graph, how was that area ealeolsted? How  02:21

135

137
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did you arrive at that graph?

A P'm sorry, could you ask that again?

Q How did you arrive at the estimator that's
reflected on — at the cstimate that's reflected on

the graph Figure 7.27 02:21

A Howdid1?

Q Theteam.

A You're just asking how T calculnted i(?

Q Yes, uh-huh,

A As you can see, because it's a stair-step 02:21

function, you can literally draw a serics of

rectangles that fills that space under the graph, so

it's a matter of mensuring those reclangles and

adding them up,

Q And the result wenld be the same whether you
used the ABERS cstimator or the Tarnbull method;

T

02:22

correct?

A The Tumbull — the ABERS estimator and the

Turnbull model, as developed by Turnbull in his 1974

paper, are equivalent {o the type ol data that we ~ 02:22

have, yes,

Q In the report by Desvousges and Rausser, they

state that the willingness to pay derived from the

ABERS estimator will consistently be egual to or

higher than the willingness to pay the Riffe and the 02:22
138

for one of the estimators, I den't remember which
one now. Is that typical, that somebody, a
researcher like yoursell, writes computer epde to
apply the estimator as reflected in a particular
paper like the Turnbull paper? 02:24

MBS, XIDIS: Objection to form.
A Tm ectually not sure what you're asking.
Q Okay. Well, I'm confused about what this code
is that you wrote and posied on the Web page. What
was it? 02:24
A It was —everylhing that — all the work |
did in analyzing the data was done in Stata, which
is a software packape Lhat's used to work with data.
And I used Stata to estimate the points, the
probability points that you see on this graph. but
Stata doesn't have an automatic procedure lor
eslimating the area under that curve, the stair-step
function. So1developed o very simple set of
commands that would estimate the area under that
curve. 02:25

MR. DEIHL: Let's tnke a tape break, I'm
sorry. Thank you.

VIDEOGRAPHER: We are now ofT the record.
The time is 2:21 p.m.

(Following a short recess at 2:25 p.m,,

140

02:24

02:25

Turnbull estimator for any finite sample. Have you
read Dr. Rausser's discussion that the ABERS
estimate is biascd consistently upward compared to
the Turnbull estimator?

A [ have skimmed it, yes. 02:23

Q Do you agree with the math underlying Dr.
Rausser's opinion?

A No, [ donot

Q Whynot?

A If he's referring to the Tumbull model,
Turnbull makes clear in the paper that — a5 1
described earlier, the Turmbull addresses three
classes of data. In Turnbull's paper, he makes
elear that when you only have two classes of data,
which are the two that we have, then his opproach
reduces lo the ABERS model,

Q In your opinion in this case, it doesn't make

any difference whick one of the two estimators you
would use, you would reach the same result; correct?
A The Tumnbull or the ABERS? 02:23
Q Yes.

A The Turnbull is properly specified and the

ABERS are equivalent.

Q Now, when we're talking about using these
estimators, you indicated that yon had written code

139

02:23

023

02:24

proceedings continued on the recard at 2:36 p.m.)
VIDEOGRAPHER: We are back on the record,

The time is 2:32 p.m.

Q (By Mr. Dcihl) In your 2007 book, you invited

Dr. Harrison to write a chapier on incentive

compatibilitics; isn't that right?

A His opinion on incentive compatihility, yes.

Q  And incentive compatibility is a synonym for

hypothetical bias; correct?

A No. 02:36

Q  You read Dr, Harrison's draft before the book

was published; isn't that ripht?

A Yes.

Q If you turn to Page 68, on the third full

paragraph, at the end of that paragraph he writes,

but there is no magic bullet procedure or question

format that reliably produces the same resulis in

hypothetical and real scttings. Do you see that

sentence?

A Yes 02:38

Q Do you agree with that statement?

A By magic bullet, 1 would assume what he's

referring to here is one thing that you can do. A

magic bullet usually refers to one thing, that you

can do to make your survey religble, end os we've

141

02:36

02:38

02:38
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discussed severnl times this moming, there are
actunlly a number of things that you need to do, and
it requires experienced researchers to work over 4
period of time through focus groups prelesting ol
soris of technigues that are involved in producing a
survey (hat is relinbie and produces incentive
compatible results. So in that sense, 1 certainly
ugree that there's no one magic bullet o produce
retiable results,

Q  So you'd agree with his statement?

A Since he's referring to one magic bullel, |
pgree that there is not ane mogic builel.

Q  He actually states that there is no magic
bullet procedure or question format that relinbly

02:39

02:39

produces the same results in hypothetical and real  02;39

gettings. Do you agree with thut statement?

A ] hove told you what my inlerprelntion is of

magic bullet, and procedure or question format stili

refers to a — he's saying is an example of n mogic

bullet, and so 1 agree with the statement that

there's not one thing you can do to guarantee

reliability. 1 think there's a host of things that

need to be done, and [ do think they were done in

this process.

Q Ifyou turn to Page 69, sort of the middle of 02:40
142

02:39

Q (By Mr. Deihil) What are you disputing in Dr.
Harrison's statement?

A Tmsomy, | interrupted. Whenever someane
says you can't elicit anything meaningful, they're
overstating their claim because generally, dala
always have something that can be meaningfully
elicited [rom them,

Q  This was a chapter that appeared in the book
that you edited; correet?

A Yes, 02:43

Q So you edited this chapter, along with the

rest of that book; correet?

A Yes.

Q@ At the time you were editing it, you didn't

edit out the word anything, did you? Obviously you
didn't.

A When| ediled this book, the stated purpose

that all suthors were lold was that they were to

provide their opinions on the topics they were

given, and, in fact, 1 was interesled in producing s 02:43
book that provided opinion on a variety of topics

from a variety of perspectives. Lynn Harrison has

sirong opinions about things, 1 do not agree with

themn all. But1 thought he would be an interesting

vuoice in the book. 02:43

02:42

02:43

144

the pape, there's a paragraph that starts, another
open issue is scenario ambiguity; de you see that?
It's the second full paragraph en that page.
A Yes
Q  And he writes at the end of that paragraph,
apgain, the practical result is the inability to
claim that a CV study has reliably elicited anything
meaningful. Do you agree with that statement?
A He has bepun this parapraph by referring 1o
incredible or implousible scensrivs, Within the
context of thal discussion, his conclusion that if
you have an incredible or implausible scenario will
result in a CV study that may not be relinble is o
logical conclusion. Which studies he may be
referring 1o as having incredible or implausible
scenarios, | do nol know. I uam not familisr with
them — with any.
Q But hypothetically speaking, you'd agree with
him that if there is an incredible or an implausible
scenario, the result is the inability to claim that  02:42
a CV study has reliably elicited anything
meaningful?

MS. XIDIS: Object to the form.
A Tthink he's overstated the claim. 1 do not
agree with the statement, no. 02:42

143

02:40

02:41

02:42

Q Later in the chapter that Harrison wrote, he
reanalyzes the Carsen, Krosnick, no vote study; do
you recall that?

A Yes

) Do you know what he concludes about the Noble
option?

A 1de notremember what he concludes.

} Would yon take a look at Page 94. Do you have
that in front of you?

A Yes 02:44

3 Ifyou tnke a look at the second full

paragraph, Harrison writes, these reaults indicate

02:44

that for one of the most important survey referenda

ever mounted in the field of enviroomental

valuation, the inferences sre very sensitive to how  02:44

one interprets responses, how have previous studies

interpreted these responses? Do you see that?

A Yes

Q Do you agree with me that Dr. Harrison isn't

buying into the Carson, Krosnick no vote study?
MS. XIDIS: Objection to form.

A Yesh, | do not know what Dr. Harrison beliaves

or doesn't believe,

Q (By Mr. Deihl) Do you want to take n moment

snd Inok at the article and —~ 02:45

02:45

145
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A ldon't think that waould help me get into his

head vs 1o what he believes and doesn‘t believe,

Q  What do you think of Dr. Harrison's analysis

ad reflected on page 94 and in the section aronnd

it? 02:45

A lhaove no opinicn on that right now. 1 would

have to read the entire chapter.

Q  Okay. This was published in a book that you

edited just back in 2006; right?

A That’s correct, 02:45

Q Youdon't have any recollection of the point

behind Harrison's chapter?

A 1 don't memorize the detnils of work that 1

did three years ngo, no,

Q I'mnpot asking you to memorize it. I'm asking 02:46
you if you have an opinion — 1 asked you whether or

not Dr. Harrison was buying into the Carson,

Krosnick no vote study, and yon said you didn't have

an opinion about it, so 1 asked you if there was
something in this article that you could look st to
refresh your recollection abont whether or not
Harrison has an opinion about that?

A Short of reading the entire article, no,

Q Did you make any attempt to convince the team,

the Stratus team, to wse a no vote option in 02:46
146

02:46

that conference call?

A 1do not believe — on that topic, 1 do not

believe 1 did.

Q Do you know who had input into that decision?
A Np, ldon'L 02:48

Q Do you recall anything about that discussion
on the conference ell you referred to a minute ago?
A I'msorry?

QDo you recall anything about that discussion
on the conference call you referred to a minute ago?
A Could you be more specific, what you might be
looking for?

Q F'm trying to figurc out who made the decision
that the sample size for the scope version would he

02:49

upproximately balf the sample size for the bage 02:49
version. You said you didn't make that decision,
but you said you were on a conference call where it
wag discussed. I'm asking you if you have any
recollection about what was discussed during that
confercnce call? 02:49
A No, ldon't [think it was a pretty quick
consensus. It may have just been presented ta the
group by someone a5 1 think we should do this, and
people said, that sounds — there was just egreement
that that would be a geod way to do it 02:50
148

connection with this survey?
A [was not part of the team when that decision
was made, 50 no.
Q Did it concern you that a no vote option was
not included? 02:47
A No, it didn't.
Q  What impact would of a no vote option had on
the resulis of the Stratus survey, in your opinion?
A Tdonot know.

MS. XIDIS: Objection to form. 02:47
Q (By Mr. Deihl) Would it have been important
to test the no vote option, in your opinion?

MS. XIDIS: Objection to form.
A Itmight have been tested, 1 don't kriow.,
Q (ByMr. Deihl) Were you involved in selecting  02:47
#t sample size for the main survey or the scope
survey?
A No.
Q Do you know who made the decision that the
sample size for the scope version would be
approximately half of the sample size of the hase
version?
A Tthink I was on a conference call when it was
discussed, but I do not know who made the decision.
Q Did you have any input into that decision on

147

02:48

02:48

Q Is there any support in the literature,

besides articles written by members of the Stratus

team, that support this unequal sample size?

A With regard to what?

Q  With regard to the decision to have the sample  02:50
size for the seope version be half the sample size
for the base version?

A I'm not aware of any standards that have been
set in the literature for how scope tests are to be
done. My understanding is thal the NOAA punel
euidelines recommended a split sample, which means
that you would nsk the base and the scope question
in two different populations. You wouldn't have
both questions in one survey. You would split the
sample into two, which is whal the team did.

The scope test, which is recommended by
the NOAA panel as part of their guidunce is u test
that contingent veluation researchers do in order (o
meet the standards the NOAA panel set oul. [tis
not otherwise ~ that part of the survey is nof used  02:51
for anything else but to comply with the scope
recommendation, So what you need ig think about in
deciding how to split the sample is will you have
encugh information in the scope sample fo do a valid
scope test. There's no guidance or no intuitionor ~ 02:51

149

02:50

02:50
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theary for why you should have the same sample size

for both surveys. You simply need to have enough of

o sample to be able to conduct a scope test.

Q Why does the NOAA panel recommend that you

conduct a scope tesi? 02:52

A You'd have to ask the NOAA panel,

Q What's your understanding of why the NOAA

panel considers it important to do a scopes test?

A 1 donft know why they consider it important.

Tknow that they set out guidelines for what they

thought — they set puidelines for a set of

procedures that they thought woukd resull in valid

conlingent valuation surveys, and the scope test is

cne of their recommendations.

Q  This conference call that you referred to a

little while ago, when did you - when was that

conference call, the conference eall where you

discussed the size for the scope survey and the main

survey?

A We had calls every Friday. Obviously, it was  02:53

decided before the final survey was put into the

field, so sometime between September 1st and the

date the final survey went into the field.

Q Would it have been a more conservative

approach to have had similar sample sizes?
150

02:32

02:52

02:53

Q  If the scope test were the same size a3 the

base — strike that. I the scope version - strike

that again, If the sample size for the main version

and the scope version were the same, would that make

it easier or more difficult to pass the scope test, 02:55

in your opinion?

A It would be the same. What you're describing

is ¢ situation where we would increase, [ guess the

size of the scope sample? Is that what you're

asking, if we were to increase the size of the scope  02:56

sample?

Q  Youwould — you have a certain number of

responidents; correct?

A Yes

Q You would split those respondents equally

between the scope and the base survey.

A Yeah, that seems to me thal the test would

turn out exactly the same. 1fyou got the same

overall sample size, it — you'd get approximately

statistically equivalent information anyway. 02:36

Q Do you recall reading the Desvousges, Rausser

report that found that the confidence the intervals

between the base and scope willingness to pay

actually overlap?

A Iskimmed that, 1 saw that, yes.
152

02:56

02:56

A in what sense?

Q  You've been {alking all day that the Stratug
team tried to have the most conservative approach
possible. Wouldn't it have been more conservative
to have had the sample size similar between the
scope and the base survey?

A My undersianding about the NOAA piunel
guidelines is that their recommendation about being
conservative is with regards to decisions that would
affect your estimate ol willingness to pay. So the
conservative assumptions that I've mentioned over
the course of the day are with regard to issucs thal
might have affected the willingness to pay estimate.
The scope tesl is simply a validation test of the
survey. It is something that the NOAA panel 02:54
recommends you make sure your servey cun pass, But
in terms of & conservative scope test, 1 have ito

idea what that means,

Q Woell, from a statistical viewpoint, does it
affect whether or not you can pass the scope test —
strike that. Let me start over. From a statistical
vicwpoint, does the size of the scope test affect
whether or not you can pass the scope test?

A And] can't answer that, In what sense do you
menn? 02:55

02:53

02:54

02:54

151

Q  If the base and scope overlnp, do you think
that the scope test is a meaningful indicator of
validity?

A Tthink that's very sloppy stadistics.

Q What is very sloppy statistic? 02:57

A Overlapping confidence intervals is not valid
statistical test,

Q And why do yon say that?

A There's no literature on using confidence

intervals overlapping to do any kind of slatistical  02:57
tests. Statistical tests invelve having o

hypothesis and developing a test statistic to

evaluate that hypothesis, and comparing that to what
you think is the underlying distribution in

determining whether or not you can reject or accept
that hypothesis. Confidence intervals overlapping
don't come from a hypothesis fest format.

Q Okay. Dr. Xanninen, I've handed you what's
been marked as Deposition Exhibit 15, which is a
Ietter that counsel for the plaintiff sent on April  02:58
10th, 2009, in which they identified areas that you
may be called to testify about. If you take a look
at Page 3 of this letter, under the section labeled
Chapter 4-structure and content of the final base
and scoping insiruments, it indicates that the —

153

02:57

02:59
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A l'msorry, | don'l see where you are,

Q At the top of Page 3, the Iast sentence before
Chapter five siaris; do you see that? Tt indicates
the State may call Dr. Barbara Kanninen regarding
survey bid design? 02:59

A Yes.

Q What do you intend to tesiify about regarding
survey bid design?

A 1have hod no discussions with the attomeys
aboul testifying at all. 1 think this is here as an  02:59
option for me 1o 1estify on that topic, but 1

huven't discussed it with enyone.

Q  What conclusions, if any, have you reached
regarding the survey bid design in this survey?

A I'msory? 02:59

Q  What conclusions, if any, have you reached
regarding the survey bid design used in the Stratus
survey?

A Generally, once a survey is in the field and
the data are collected, there's not much more to
consider regoarding the bid design, but 1o pat one's
self on the back and say job well done or not, and 1
believe it was a job well done.

Q What — other than what we've talked about

03:00

imputation in connection with the Stratus survey?
A D'worked with Dr. Tourangeau, who's one of the
nation's leading experts on the topic of income
imputation, and we agreed upon n procedure for doing
the imputntion, which is very common in surveys, so  03:02
that you can keep in the survey responses where

peaple didn't report income, and there are usually o

number of people who didn't. 5o he and I worked on
daveloping the procedure we wanied to use for income
impulation, and he obtoined the census variables 03:02
that we would need 1o follow that procedure,

Q  What were the procedures that you agreed on
with Dr. Tournogean in deing the income imputation?
A We used whaot's cafled hot-deck procedure,
whichi is well established in the litersture. And  03:02

the hot-deck procedure is a function of variables

that you can assign to the respondents 1o the

observations, and [ believe we hud four of them. |

can't tell you exactly what they were right now, but

I could look them up if you wanted to know what they  03:03
were,

Q  Go ahead, I want to hear what you did with

income imputation. You don't need to look it up.

Is there anything else besides this hot-deck

here taday, is there any other involvement you had ~ 03:00 | procedure that you agreed with Dr. Tourangean? 03:03
154 156

in the survey bid design for this survey? A No, we used the hot-deck procedure. That's

A T'm sorry, other than? what income imputation is.

Q We've had a lot of discussion today abeut hid Q  And you'd agree with me that Dr. Tourangeau is

design. I'm trying to find out if there's any other the expert in the area of income imputation, I think

involvement you had in the survey bid design other  03:00 | yon characterized him as world leading expert or 03:03

than what you and I have already talkied about here something like that?

todsy? A Heis—he is a leading expert in the field

A lthink we've probably covered it. of survey methodelogy, one aspect of which is this

Q  Under chapter — under the next chapter, topic of income imputation,

Chaper 5, it suys the state may call Dr. Kanninen  03:01 | Q Would yoo consider yourself an expert in 03:03

to testify regarding income imputation. Have you income imputation?

had any discussion with plaintiffs' counsel ahout A How do you define expert?

income imputation? Q Someone who has a bachground, experience,

A Tm somry, have | discussed — eould you education and expertise {o qualify as able to

repeat thut question? 03:01 testify about income imputation? 03:04

Q Have you discassed with plaintifl' counsel A Yes.

testifying reparding income imputation? Q Okay., What background and experience do you

A 1have not discussed testifying with regard 1o have that would enable you to testify regarding

that with them. income imputation?

Q Have you talked to them about income 03:01 A Thave, as we've discussed, an extensive 03:04

imputation? background in survey methodologies, specifically

A With counsel? contingent valuation and choice models, but as part

Q Yes. of that, 1 have worked a lot of with survey data,

A No, which generally includes income variables, In

Q) What involvement did you have in income 03:01 | working with Dr, Tourangeau, 1've read the relevant  03:04

135

157
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literature on the 1opic and [ hove developed the
ability to implement the procedure.

Q Woe talked carlicr about the CV surveys that
you personally have been involved in, all of which
occurred back in the 1980s. Have yon had any 03:04
involvement in income imputation in a CV survey

gince the 198057

A Probebly.

Q Can you tell me what it is?

A lworked at some point, | do not rememberthe  03:03
year, with Dr. Hanemnnn and David Chapman an a poper

that compared a mait survey and a lelephane survey

and the responses (o those, and as parl of that, |

believe we imputed income. In fact, I'm sure that

we did, and | presented that paper at the —at g 03:05
conference at the 1S, Census Bureau in 1993 or

1994,

Q I3 ithat reflected on your CV?

A It may be listed under conference

presentations. I'm not sure if that's on abridged  03:06

version of my CV. ['m not sure,

Q  Well, could you tell take a look at your CV
and tcll me if that's on there, please?

A Yes, I'm sorry, it was 1992, Annual Research

Conference Burenu of the Census, survey data
158

03:06

have 1. 1f you'd like me to repeat everything we've

talked about, I can do that, bui I'm trying to

understand what the plaintifTs intend to call you as

an expert in with regard o econometrics.

A Should I look at the report and —

Q  If that helps you, sure,

A We very briefly listed the construct validity

model, so 1 assume you're saying we discussed that,

but that would be something 1 might testify on,

What's the question again, please? 03:09

Q  With specific reference to Chapter 6, the

State has represented that you may be called upon to

testify regarding econometrics, and I'm asking you

if there's anything other than what we've talked

sbout today that you plan to testify about?

A I donl' have a plan nbout testifying. 1 have

not discussed it with the Jawyers. Bul topics |

could be called upon to testify on are the construct

validity model, construct validity regression

predicting voting in favor, test of scope, and

sensitivity analysis. With regard to Chapler 6 you

were nsking; right?

Q Thatis correct.

A Yes.

Q  And with respect to what you just identified,
180

03:08

03:10

03:10

03:10

collection, detecting and correcting for binses in
response 1o mail and telephone surveys, Kanninen,
Hanemann and Chapman,

Q  In addition to that, have you had any
experience since the Inte 19805 in income imputation  03:06
and contingent valuation surveys?

A No.

) 'Was that article that you referenced in your

CV with Dr. Hanemann and David Chapman referring to

1 eontingent valuation survey? 03:07

A Yes,

Q Okay. If you iake & fook at the next entry

under Chapter 6, it says the state may call Dr.

Barbara Kanninen to testify regarding econometrics;

do you see that? 03:07

A Yes.

Q  And then it follows up the statement, call Br.

Barbara Kanninen to testify regarding weighted

variance calealativns; do you see that?

A Yes 03:07

Q  Other than what we've talked shout here today,

is there anything else you did with regard to

economeidrics in connection with the Stratus survey?

A Could you remind me whnt we talked aboul?
Q  Well, you've been sitting here all day, as

159

03:08

{ think they were Section 6.4, 6.5, 6.6, and 6.7.
‘Which portions of those —

A We already discussed,

Q Wediscussed = lot of this. Which portions of
those seetions do you think calls upon your
expertise in econometrics?

A Let me just back up for a second to say, I was
assuming, since you said other than what we already
discussed, and included, for completeness, 1 would
also be on 6.1, yeah, just also 6.1, and I'm sorry,
your guestion?

Q  Which of those sections do you think would
call upon your experiise in econometrics?

A Every section that T mentioned uses
econometrics and/or statistics, which are highly
related.

Q Oluy. What is the difference between
Statiytics and econometrics?

A Eeconometrics, you can tell by the name is
something that economisis like to use. 1t focuses
on statistical models, generally modeling decisions,
behaviors, and trying to explain those decisions and
behaviors using other variables, independent
varinbles. Statistics is a field that has existed

for over a century, much more than that, and is

le6l

03:10

03:11

03:11

03:11

03:12
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typically about testing hypotheses.

Q Do you consider yourself to be an expert in

both statistics and econometrics?

A Yes,

Q In Chapter 7 or with reference to Chapter 7 of 03:12
the report, plaintifis' counsel indicated that you
may be called upon to testify regarding the estimate
of the average value per household in Qklahoma for
the contingent — continuing injuries to the

Ilinpis River sysfem. What portions of Chapier 7
are you gualified to testify about, in your opinton?
A Allofit. I should say, with the caveat that
obviously Dr. Tourangeau would be talking about, for
example, the population mumber.

Q  When you refer to the population aumber, you
mean the number of citizens in Olkdahoma?

A Excluding the counties that were excluded from

03:12

03:14

the survey, yes.
Q  Were you involved in writing sections of
Chapter 6 of the report? 03:14

A Twas involved with writing this chapter. |
do not believe [ wrote the first drafl of it
Q  Tell me about the process that you went
throogh, you and the other tenm members went through
to write Chapter 6. 03:15
162

A Hwas particularly typical as we gol close 1o
our deadline and we were all needing 1o access the
sume sections. The way the system works, only one
person can edit al a ime. So typically, if we knew
that we wanled everyone to look at a chapter, like  03:17
Chapter 6, we woutd ofien know in advance who might
be working on it at a particular time, and (hen wait
for that person to lel us know when they were oul 50
the next person could get in,
Q  Who bad access to the FTP site and had the
ability to edit this survey document?
A The experts on the leum, & few additional
stall members s Strotus, and ultimately, 1 believe,
a hired editor at the end of the process,
Q  Who was the hired editor?
A Tdon'tknow.
Q Did the atiorneys have access to the FTP site?
A 1don't know,
Q  Arc you aware of any situations where the
attorneys made cdits to the report?
A 1do not think they ever made edits to the
version on the FTP site, though 1 may be wrong. 1
do know that we had a conference call where they had
commen!s ubout the report, and as part of that,
David or somebody made the changes that they

164

03:18

03:18

03:18

03:18

A AsIrecall, Dr. Krosnick wrole the first
drait, and several of us edited his dreft, perhaps
moved sections around and (flled in tables, sort of

un iterative procedure once the (irst drafl was set

Q How did that work? Was the firat dreaft posted  03:15
to an FTP site and thea you could go in and check it

out?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q Okay. So would each of you be able to ga in

and maodify that draft? 03:16

A That's correct.

Q Did you discuss these modifieations in phone

calls with the other members of the team?

A Itdepended. Sometimes people would go in and

edit i, leaving comments as to why they were making 03:i6
edits, Al certain stages, I'm sure we had phone

calls to diseuss how to tighten the logic and the

flow and make decisions about who was poing 1o
finalize the chapter. So it was a little of each.

Q I'veseen some E-mail fraffic where, you know,
a particular expert would go into the FTP site and
make changes to the site, and then E-mail the team,
letting them kmow that changes had been made to a
particalar section or chapter on the — of the
report. 'Was that typical?

03:16

03:17
163

suggested when it was — when they were agreed upon.

Q  Who were the attorneys that participated in

that conference call?

A | can't say for sure. | know Ingrid waos on

it. 03:19

Q Anyone else?

A Many of the attomneys T haven't met so 1 have

trouble remembering who was on which call since [

don't identify them well.

Q Take a look at Page 6.2 of the Stratus report.  03:19
A Pnpe 6.27

Q  Yes. Is it correet that Figure 6.1 —I'm

80Ty, let me ask it this way. Take a look at 6.3,

actaally, the following page. Is it your

understsnding that this Fipure 6.1 is supposed to be  03:20
a graphical illustration of Table 6.17

"t A 1believe that the point estimates in 6.1

represent the percentage votes in Table 6.1, and the
confidence intervals should represent the confidence
intervals represented in Table 6.1. 03:20
Q If you take a look at Table 6.1, it shows that
the lower confidence interval for $10 is 75.7
percent, and the upper confidence interval for $45
is 77.8 percent; i3 that right?

A T'm sorry, could you repeat that?

165

03:20
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Q Taking a jook at Table 6.1, it shows that the

fower confidence interval for a §10 bid is 75.7

percent, and the upper confidence interval for the

345 big is 77.8 percent; correct?

A You're poing down the line, Yes. 03:21

Q Okay. So that the upper confidence interval

at the $45 bid amount overlapa the lower confidence

interval at the $10 bid amount; right?

A The confidence intervais overlap, yes.

Q  Yes. And if you'd turn to the next page, how  03:21

come the praph doesn't show the confidence intervals

overlapping?

A This graph was done in Excel, and T ngree with

you the visual is not working. The confidence

intervnls are not matching up with what is in the

table. 1t looks — it looks like Excel does not do

n very good job of graphing datn, 1 agree with you,

but the visual looks like the confidence intervals

don't overlap, and in the table they do, yes,

Q Do you know who prepared Figure 6.1?

A Tdo, yes.

Q Whodid?

A A siaff - o staff member at Stratus, Inc,

Eric Horsch, H-O-R-S-C-H.

Q Dr. Kanninen, I've handed you what's been
166

03:22

03:23

03:24

structured, and how this would (1L in

Q Did you discuss with Dr, Morey the information
that's contained in this draft chapter?

A I'msure I discussed some of it with him, yes,

not necessarily all of it. 03:27

Q 1If youlookat the top of Page 1 of Exhibit

16, it says, schedule for week of November 3rd —~

A Yes

Q - do you sce that? Is that your schedule for
the week of November 3rd? 03:27
A No, il's nol.

Q  Whose schedule & it? What's your
understanding of that schedule?

A 1believe that was a schedule for Edward and

the staff at Stratus, 03:28

Q  And was the staff at Stratus working with
Edward to draft this chapter?

A Tdonl know if (hey were drafling the

chupter, They were cerlainly working together,

Q Did you have any input into the verbinge as
used in this draft chapter?

A Tdon! believe so.

Q Do you know whether any portion of this draft
chapter made it into the final Stratus report?

A ltdid rot. 03:28

03:28

leB

marked as Deposition Exhibit No. 16, which s a

draft of a chapter entitled Chapter 9; correct?

Yes.

And this is something you drafied?

No, it's not. 03:24

Okay. And who drafted this?

[ believe this was drafted by Edward Morey.
COURT REPORTER: Edward who?

Morey, M-O-R-E-Y.

(By Mr. Dcihl) This was in your considered by 03:26

materials, Did you review this draft?

P = R o

f=lig

For what purpose did yon read parts of it?
For the purpose of thinking about how I might
contribute to the report.

Q  Was the intent of the team that this chapter
would go into the final Stratus report?

A This is obviously a very early dieft. You can
see the dute at the top says, schedule for week of
November 3rd. 1 do not think ot that point the team
had an intention for exactly how the report would be  03:27

167

A What do you mean by review?

Q Did you read it?

A Not necessarily all of it.

Q Did you read parts of it? 03:26
A Probably.

Q

A

03:26

Q Do you know why it didn't?

A Because we decided not to have a Chapler 9,
obviously, nnd the materinl thut's presented in this
drnft is presented in other chapters of the report
that were ubtimately drafied from scratch by other
people,

Q  Did you discuss the information that's
contained in this draft chapter with the team?
A DidI?

Q Yes 03:29

A T'would have to read the whale chapier to say
whether | discussed something in here. We certainly
were discussing nspects of the data in November, so
I'm sure there's some overlap between what's in this
chopter and what | might have been discussing with
people,

Q ‘Take a ook at Section 9.6. That's a title to
a sectinn that reads, the sensitivity of the
estimated LB mean and median as a fanction of their

beliefs and expectations. 'What's your understanding  03:30
of what that's referring to?

A Belicfs nnd expectations refers to the
scenario debriefing questions that were nsked
following the questions in the survey,

Q  And what is the sensitivity of the

169

03:29

03:29

03:30
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estimated — is that on lower bound menn? What is
that referring to?

A I'm sure he's referring to lower bound mean.

Q Olksy. What's your undersinnding of what this
was poing to reflect? 03:31

A Ttappears, based on what's written after the

title, is that this section was planned to have a

series of tables, like the one in Section 9,62, that
presents lower bound mean and median estimates of
willingness to pay broken down by the different
categories thal people might have chosen with
response to the scenario debriefing questions.

Q Soit's an outline of 8 proposed section that
would include willingness to pay estimates for a
variety of different subpopulations; correct?

A Tt would include lower bound willingness to

pay estimates, yes.

Q And among other topics, it included whether
the respondent expects to pay the stated cost more
than the stated cost or less than the stated cost;
correct?

A That's correct.

Q And it included how certain the respondent was
of his vote; correct?

A That analysis wasn'l done, but there was a
170

03:32

03:32

03:32

03:32

on a one-by-one basis. Thal's why in the {inal

report, we decided that {he sppropriole way to

present this information was with the construct

validity modet that presents this exaet information

in a way that 1 believe is the most informative and ~ 03:34
the most intuitive, which is to show — which is lo
present a model that describes how people voted

based on these [actors, as well as others. And you

can look at that model and determine which of these
factors had an influence and whether it was 03:34
significant and whether it was positive or negative.

The other reason is that T do not believe itis &

standard in the liternture to present willingness Lo

pay [or dilferent subeaiegories, presumably for the
reason that 1 steied in the fist place, because 03:35
it's not an informative approach.

Q Did you ever actually cstimate these willing

to pay numbers?

A Ildidnot, no.

Q Did anyone on the team? 03:35
A Are you asking about these numbers that are in
this table?

Q No. I'm asking about the various categories
that I just read to you a few minutes ago.

A DidTestimate willingness to pay for those
172

03:35

section on the lopic, yes.

Q  And there was a section with the topic
regarding respondent's belief in the injury
scenario; correct?

A Yes 03:33

Q There's a section regarding respondent's
belief in the cleanup program?

A Yes.

Q And there was a section on the respondent’s
trust in the government and in the scientists;
right?

A Yes.

Q I have reviewed your report, and I don't
believe there are any willingness to pay estimates
for any of these subpopulativns presented in the 03:33
Stratus report. Do you know why they were excluded
from the final report?

A Two reasons that ] can think of. The main one
being, os we discussed much earlier in the day, when
you look at decisions or responses that people give
with respect to only one factor, you can really draw
no cenclusions from a table like that, People make
decisions based on a variety of factors and a large
number of factors, all of which work jeintly and in
ways that well we can't fully tease out and look at

171

03:33

03:34

03:34

catepories?
Q  Or those subpopulations?
A No,1did not,
Q Did anyone on the team estimate willingness to
pay for those subpopulations? 03:35
A 1donot believe so.
MR, DEIHL: [ think we need a tape change.
VIDEOGRAPHER: We are now off the record.
The time is 3:32 p.m.
(Following a short recess at 3:35 pm., 03:36
proceedings continved on the record at 3:46 p.m.)
VIDEOGRAPHER: We are now back on the
record. The time is 3:42 p.m.
Q@ (ByMr. Deihl) Dr. Kanninen, it's true, is it
not, that certain of the respondents thought that
other lakes and rivers would be cleaned up in
addition to Tenkiller Lake and the Illinois River?
MS. XIDIS: Objection to form.
A I'msorry, could you repeat the question?
Q (ByMr. Deihl} It's true, is it not, that 03:46
respondents thought that other lakes and rivers
would be cleaned up in addition to the Ilinois
River and Tenkiller Lake?
A Some respondenis, when asked, stated that they
thought that, not respondents or all respondents,  03:47

173

03:46
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Q  About 40 percent of the respondents said that
they had voted for the Aller program because the tax
dollars would be used to clean up other rivers and
lakes in addition to the Illinois River and
Tenkiller Lake; right?

MS. XIDIS: Objection to form.
A And that does not sound correct.
Q (By Mr, Deihl) Can you look in the report and
tell me what the number is?
A What - 03:47
Q Do you need the bnse survey materinls?
A I'm not sure we have a table on what you're
asking about, Could you repeat the question?
Q Let me ask a different question. I think you
testified that some of the respondents voied for the 03:49
Allen program because the tax doliars — because
they thought the tax dollars would be nsed to clean
up other rivers and lakes in addition to Tenkiller
and the IHinois River; right?
A That's incorrect.
Q Okay.
A That's incorrect,
Q 1 understood your answer. Did any of the
respondents say they voted for the Allen pregram
because they thought the tax dollars would be used

174

03:47

03:49

03:49

analysis that you did?

A As] stated before the brenk, people have a
lurge number of factors that they use (o form iheir
Jjudgments and make their decistons. And the
question you're referring to is one factor that
might have aftecied their vote, and, in fact, we
found in our construct validity model that it did
affect their vote. We also found that o number of’
other factors affected their vote, and one of the
analyses we did wus to look at what might have
happened had everybody believed what the exact
scenario deseribed, and i that had been the case,
that everybody believed what the exact scenario
described, including these people snd the other
lekes and rivers, then the willingness to pay
estimate that we derived would actually have been
higher thun the one thai we estimated.

Q Where did you do that analysis that you just
referred to?

03:51

03:51

03:31

A Tisinone of the appendices. Do you want  03:52
me to tell you which one?

Q Yes.

A Well, I can get it from the table of contents,

It's Appendix G.

Q T hand you a copy of — 1 think it was 03:52

i7e

to clean up other rivers and lakes?

A Twould have to look at their verbatim
responses to see if anybody explained their vole
with that renson. 1 donlt specifically recall
anybody stating that as o resson for why they voted  03:50
the way they did.

Q Did the survey responses indicate that some of

the respondents belicved that voting for the Allen
program would result in clean up of other lnkes in
addition to Tenkiller Lake and the Ilinois River?
A There was n debriefing question where people
were asked sbout that particular potential belicf

and there were people who said yes, they thought it
would invalve other lakes and rivers,

Q Did you-- 03:50

A But, excuse me, but we didn't ask them if that
was an explanation for their vote, nor did they

state, as far as I know, that that was an

explanation for their vote,

Q You didn't agk them one way or another;
correct?

A We didn't, and that's what you were suggesting
with your question, so ] wanted to make sure — make
that clear.

Q Did you climinate these people from the

175

03:50

03:50

03:50

marked ns an exhibit — I think it"s Appendix E in
the notebook. Why don't 1 take n look at that.
Here it is. I've gotit. Dr. Knonioen, Iet me show

you what was previously marked as Exhibit 11 in Dr.
Tourangeau's deposition, which containsg Appendix G.
You can show me whal you were just talling about in
your last answer.

A You want me to fayout the backpround of what §

wiis describing?

Q) Yes, please. 03:54

A InTable G-1, you will see the bid nmounts
that you're used to seeing. You will see the ABERS
estimates for the percentage votes in the first
column afier that, which, again, is n table you've
seen already. In two columns aver, the one titled

03:53

03:54
proportion of voles adjusted for scenario acceptance

and certainty, those are the predicted vote

percenteges that would have resuited had we used our
construct validity model with @ certainty variable
in it, and adjusted for any responses where people  03:34
did not nccord with the actual scenario in some way,

and adjusted their — adjusted those fectors so that

they do accord with the full scenario, and we

adjusted for certainty, and you pet ihese predicled

vote responses in that column. Those, esyoucan 03:55

177
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see, are on average higher than the actual vote

responses. And if you estimate the ABERS model with

those responses, you will get an estimate for
willingness to pay that is higher than the estimate

that we present as our final and best estimate, S0 03:53

had we adjusted for people's different beliefs abo
the scenario, we would have, in fact, obtained a

ul

higher willingness to pay estimate than what we did

obtain,

Q Inthis chapter or in this appendix, Appendix  03:55
G, the adjustments that you made are listed on Page
G-2; is that correct? Are those the factors that

you adjusted for?

Yes.

Who prepared Appendix G?
I believe it was mostly me,
Anyone else?

o0 >

probably did the writing in this chapter,
Q Olay. 03:56
A Inthis nppendix.

03:56

1 apologize, Michael Hanemann and Dr. Krosnick

Q Soit was Dr. Hanemann and Dr. Krosnick that

prepared this?

respandents who were slightly sure or not at all
sure of their response and changed their vole,
whether yes or no, to a no.
Q  Isn't that sensitivity analysis meaningless
because it changes the data to get more consistent  03:59
responses thun you actually got?
MS. XIDIS: Objection to the form,
A 1'm not sure what you mean by consistent
TESPONSEs,
Q  (By Mr. Deihl) Well, there were respondents  03:59
who weren't at all sure of their vote, and you
changed them to a no vote. Doesn't that create a
more a consistent response?
A Consistent in what way? [ just don't know
what you mean by that term, 04:00
Q Why didn't you change the person's vete to
match their opinions? So, for example, ifa
respondent said he was not at all sure of his vote
and voted yes, why didn't you change his vote {0
reflect his opinions regarding whether or not he 04:00
thought he was cleaning up the lake?
MS. XIDIS: Objection to form.
A I'msomy, could 1 ask you to repeat that one

A Yes. more time?

Q  This sensitivity analysis that you have in 03:57 Q (By Mr. Deihl) Sure let me try again. Let me 04:01
178 180

Appendix G, my understanding is of it where the try to understand what you were doing here. Earlier

underlying respondent data were altered to remove you stated that you accepted the data as it was

unceriainty or to remove luck of scenario acceptance
and tp remove lack of respondent comprehension, for

example, if the respondent said he was not at all
sure of his vote, the sensitivity analysis changed
the data of the respondent to reflect that he was
sure of his vote; is that correct?

MS. XIDIS: Objection to form,
A Could you tefl me where you're reading that
from?

03:58

03:58

Q  {By Mr. Deihl) I'm asking you what you did in

this sensitivity analysis to a respondent who told
you that he was not at all sure of his vote,

A Okay. There were three — this appendix
presents three different sensitivity analyses/,

Q  Okay.

A Which one are you asking about?

Q I'm asking about the seasitivity analysis

03:58

where you adjusted a respondent if he said he was ~ ()3:58

not sure of his vote.
A And your question is?

Q What did you do to adjust that respondent’s

answer?
A For sensitivity purposes, this analysis took

179

03:59

provided to you hy the citizens, the respondents in
the state of Oklashoma. That you couldn't look into
their minds and fipure out why they voted the way  04:01
they voted, you had to accept their voles. Why did
you go through this sensitivity analysis and
actually change people's votes?
MS, X1DIS: Qbjection to form.
A By definition, this is a sensitivity annlysis, 04:01
which is intended to look at how willingness to pay
might change if you had made other assumptions about
your confidence in people’s responses. Obviously,
by having this in the appendix, this was not an
estimalion procedure that we were using 1o estimate  04:02
willingness to pay for netuad use, but it's an
analysis to look at how it might change if we had
made some assumptions thot are fairly severe,
changing people lo no votes when, in foct, they said
yes they would pay something, is an extraordinary ~ 04:02
thing to do. But as | said, it's something we did
1o —~ for sensitivity analysis purposes only.
Q  (By Mr. Deihl) Dr. Kanninen, I've handed you
what's been marked as Peposition Exhibit No, 17,
Can you identify this document? 04:03

181
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A This is a paper written by me and Bengt
Kristrom, und it's published in Land Economics,
1993,

Q What's the — whai's this paper abowt?

A Essentinlly, this paper was written to refute
the concept thal some other researchers had
suggested in the literature, where they thought that
bid values could somehow afiect estimates for
willingness to pay, and this paper shows that bid
values, when estimating parsmetric models, do not
affect the estimutes for willingness to pay.

Q Ifyou take a look on Page 199 of your
article, in the second full paragraph you state,
indecd these resulis should serve as a warning for

DC CYM researchers. The bid values in the tails of  04:05
the distribution are highly influential points, not

in a reliable way, as Cooper and E.oomis sugpgest, but

rather in a distorting way. Bid values in the tails

inercase the variances of the estimators of the

04:04

04:05

Monte Carlo approach?

A Yes,

Q You wrote, as an example, Cooper and Loomis
report that 25 percent of the respondents accepted a

bid offer of 51,200 to double their probability of  04:08
bagging a four peint buck. We expect this

accepiance might be abnormally high. Why did you
think that accepiance was abnormally high?

A The Cooper and Loomis paper estimnled either a

Logit model or a log-Logit model. [ probably say in  04:09
the paper somewhere, but T can't find it upon
skimming it. And what they report in their paper is
that essentially — my conclusion from what they
report in their paper is that that response, at
§1,200, the 25 percent response, is pulling their
distribution up, In other words, they have a poorly
fitting model. So what we'e saying here is that
what Cooper and Loomis think is going on with their
model is in fact wrong. What they're basically

04:09

parameters and therefore of willingness to pay; do  04:06 | lding — what they've basically found is that 04:09
you see that? their model is not fitting their data very well, and
A Yes, their best approach from there would be to fit a
Q In this study, you have more than 30 percent different model.
of the respondents saying yes to the top bid; right? Q Can you identify this Deposition Exhibit,
When I say in this study, I mean in the Stratus 04:06 please? 04:10
182 la4
survey. A These are random handwritten notes 1 ook over
A Oh Yes. the course of the project.
Q In connection with the Stratus survey, based Q  Arc all the notes in Deposition Exhibit No. 18
on the siatement in your 1993 article, does the 30 your notes?
percent number of respondents who said yes at the  04:06 | A Meaning notes that T wrote myseli? 04:31

top bid level artificially increase willingness to

pay?

A I'm not sure how you interpreted 1hat from

what you read to me.

Q  Okay. Is the 30 percent number of respondents  04:07
in the Siratus survey who say yes, are they in the

1ail?

A No,

Q  Are any of them in the taifl?

Q Yea

A 1 dont believe 50, no.

Q  Ideniify for me which oncs of these notes are
not your handwriting.

A | believe that the last page is not my
handwriting,

Q Do you know whose handwriting the last page
is?

A No, Idon'L

04:12

A By definition, 5 percent of people are inthe  04:07 Q  On the fifth page of your notes, the top of ~ 04:12
top 50th percentile of people with the highest the page is a note that says, look for yea-sayers,
willingness to pay values, but that's a different people who said cverything is important. Do you see
concept than the question of where is the bid being that?
nsked and where does that lie along the willingness A Yes
to pay distribution. We dido't pursue where is that  04:07 Q How did you go about looking for yea-sayers?  04:13
3 percent (ail. In the Stratus study, the top bid A This is a different form of yea-sayers fiom
is at 30 percent, and by definition, 30 percent is what we were talking about earfier, This was a
not the Lails of the distribution. concept that Roger Touranpeau raised sbout people
Q  Okay. If you take a look on Page 200 of this who might, in response (o certnin questions in the
1993 report, right shove the section that says,a  04:08 survey, and 1 don't remember which ones he was 04:13
183 185
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referring to, would basically respond yes to, as 1
said, certoin things in the survey.,

Q  So this is a different type of yea-sayer than
the yea-sayer we talked ahout in the previous
articte? 04:13

A Yes.

Q Okay. What is the definition of this kind of
yea-sayer?

A You would have to ask Dr. Tourangeau,

Q Okay. So this isn't your definition of
yca-sayer?

A These ore notes thut T took, presumably at
this point [ was talking to Dr. Touranpeau.

Q Okay. Iz there an industry — industry, is

04:14

A At this poin, it is almost exactly a hundred
thousand dollars,

Q Does that include your time here today?

A 1think —1 don't know.

Q How much have you been paid in connection with  04:21
the other Stratus matter that yor indicated you are
working on?

A Probably nbout $4,000.

Q How many hours have you spent in connection
with this matter, approxinately? 04:22
A Tthink, doing the math, it would be 500

hours.

Q  Weinlked a moment ago nbout yea-saying, and
you indicated that in your conversation with Dr.

there an understanding in the literature about what  04:14 | Tourangean, he was referring to a different kind of  04:22
yea-saying mcans? yen-saying than you had been referring to in your
A Dr. Tovrangesu is & survey methodologist, and 1995 article. Define for me what yea-saying meant
1 believe there is an understanding in thut {0 you when you were talking about it in your
liternture of what a term yea-saying might mean, bul enrlier article.
I cannot provide it to you right now. 04:14 A [don'tthink T cun po back und get into the 04,22
Q  What is the error rate for the Stratus survey? mind-set 1 was in in 1995. I'm unable 1o do that.
A I'msorry? Q  Sitting here today, what de you understand
Q  The error rate? yea-sgying to mean?
A The error rate? A Aslsaid, I think it's kind ol'a passe—
Q Yes 04:14 passe concept at this peint. 1 don't know if 04:23
186 188

A I'm not sure what you're referring to. there's a standard definition in the literature.
Q Do you know what an error rate is? Q What did you understand Dr, Tourangeau to mean
A With respect to? by yea-saying in the conversation you had with him
Q With respect to statistical analyses of the Iast fall?
type that's reflected in the Stratus survey? 04:15 | A He was interested in looking at people who say  04:23
A I'm sorry, 1 don't understand what you're yes 1o a lot of a cerlain lype of question. I think
asking. he was interested in seeing what the number was. 1
Q Youdon't. Okay. Do you have an don't think yea-saying in survey methodology is a
understanding of what error rate means, just good thing or a bad thing, it is a type of person.
generally? 04:15 Q So there are people who are yea-sayers? 04:23
A Tknow what ervors nre. A Youwould have to usk him, ! don't know,
Q  Obkay. Q  So your understanding in your conversation
A 1don't use the ferm error rate, I don't with him is he was looking for a type of person who
think, says yes to everything; is that correct?

MR. DEIHL: Let me take a couple of 04:15 A He might have been interested in leaming more  04:24

momenis and 1 think I'm finished.
VIDEOGRAPHER: We are now off the record.
The time is 4:11 p.m.
{Following a short recess at 4:15 p.m.,
proceedings continued on the record ot 4:21 p.m.)
VIDEOGRAPHER: We're back on the record
the time is 4:17 p.m.
Q (ByMr. Deihl) Dr. Kanninen, how much have
you been paid in connection with your work on this
project? 04:21

04:15

187

about that subset of people, but T don't know.
Q Now, you wrote an article about yea-saying not
too long age, and you can't remember what you
understood the meaning of yea-saying was in that
article? 04:24

A Are you referring to my 1995 article?

Q  Yes.

A 1defined the concept econometrically in that
article.

Q How did you define it?

189

04:24
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A Twould have to pull out the article again and
explain it to you.

Q Why don't you take a look

A l'sthat one. |defined the concept in terms

of the double mounted model, which is not the type
of data that we collected in the Stratug study. In

this model, I considered people who — 1 added o

term, a fixed term Lo the probability of a person
saying yes to both the initinl bid and the follow-up

bid. 04:26

Q  Where are you referring to in your article?

A Page 122.

Q  And where does it indicate how you've defined
yea-saying?

A The very first sentence. 04:26

Q@  So the sentence that reads, essentially this
specificativn assumes that there is a probability Y
that an individual will respond yes yes to any set

of bid offers?

A That's o gemma.

Q Okay. Thank yow
A Yes,

Q There's a probability gamma that an individual
will respond yes yes to any set of bid offers; is

that correct? 04:27

04:25

04:26

180

that scientists have measured how much phosphorus
comed into the river and lake from different
spurces, and they have found that about 60 percent
of the phesphorus in the river and lake is from
chickens and turkeys, the other 40 percent comes
from sewage treatment plasts, fertilizers boupht in
stores and other sources. How come yon didn't
multiply the $184.55 number by the 60 percent that
comes from turkey and chicken production?
A Whal it says at the beginning of this section
is, & conserv — as sinted above n conservilive
estimate of the averapge willingness 1o pay value
placed by o household in the study area on the

04:29

04:29

injuries resulting from continuing pollution of the

IHinois River sysiem ond Tenkiller Loke is $184.55  04:29

per household. The program that was valued dida't

imply that people were only poing to get a program

that cleaned up n cerain proportion of the

pollution. The program was to clean up the

pollution, 04:30

Q Oblay.

A And that's what people stated they would pay.

Q Okay. So that's a cost per household to clean

up all of the pollution, the 60 percent derfved from

the poultry industry ond the 40 percent derived from  04:30
192

A Yes,
Q And that's what you have defined as yea-saying
in this paper?
A Yes. It's, in facl, impossible to define
yea-suying in a single mounted format, which is the
type of data that we collected in this study.
Q Okay. You indicated that you're prepared to
testify about Chapier 7 of the report, and that you
believe you're qualified to testify about all of
Chapier 7 of the report; correct?

MS. XIDIS: Objection to form,
A Except for the number of households figured,
Q  (By Mr. Deihl) Just so I understand what you
did in Scction 7.2, my understanding is that you
took the willingness to pay number of 184,55 per
houschold, and yoo multiplied it by 1,352 —
1,352,878 households; is that correct?
A That's comect.
Q How did you arrive at the $184.55 per
household number? Is that your willingness to pay
number that eame out of the Siratus survey?
A Thet is the lower bound estimate that -- ABERS
estimate that comes from the survey data, yes,
Q Now, you told the survey or you, being the
Stratus survey team, told the survey respondents

191

04:27

04:27

04:28

04:28

04:28

these oiher sources; correct.
MS. XTDIS: Objection to form.
A 1havent thought about it in those terms. 1
can't answer your question,
Q (ByMr. Deihl) Olay.
MR. DEIHL: 1 don't think I have any
further guestions. Thank you.
MR. MIRKES: T have no questions,
MR. JONES: Thave no questions.
MR. FREEMAN: Nothing from me today.
MR. TRIPLETT: Nothing.
MS. XIDIS: Anybody left on the phone or
are they gone?
MR. DEIHL.: Is anybody on the phone?
MS. TUCKER: This is K.C. I'mstill on
the phone. 1 don'l have any questions, Thank you
MR. DEIHL: I think we'e done,
VIDEOGRAPHER: This concludes the
deposition. We are now off the record, The time i
4:27 pm. 04:31
{Whereupon, the deposition was concluded at
4:31 p.m.)

04:30

04:31

183

04:30
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1, Barbara Kanninen, Ph.D., do hereby
certify that the foregoing deposition was presented
to me by Karla E. Basrow as a trie and corvect
transeripl of the proceedings in the above styled
ond numbered cavse, and I now sign the same as rue  04:31
and correct.

WITNESS my hand this day of

, 2009,

04:31

BARBARA KANNINEN, Ph.ID,

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me this
day of , 2009,

Natary Public 04:31

My Commission Expires:

04:31
194

04:31

BARBARA KANNINEN Ph.[., 4-28.09

CORRECTIONS TO THE DEPOSITION OF
BARBARA KANNINEN, Ph.D.
PAGE AND LINE NUMBER CORRECTION

04:31

04:31

TULSA FREELANCE REPORTERS
918-587-2878
196

CERTIFICATE

STATE OF OKLAHOMA )
} ss
COUNTY OF TULSA )

1, Karia E. Barrow, Certified Shorthand 0
Reporier within and for Tulsa County, State of
Oklahoma, do hereby certify that the above named
witness was by me first duly sworn to testify to the
truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth in
the case aforesaid, and that 1 reported in 04
stenograph her deposition; that my stenograph notes
were thereafter transcribed and reduced to
typewritten form under my supervision, as the same
appears herein.

1 further certify that the foregoing 194
pages contain & full, true and correct transcript of
the deposition token at such time and place.

1 further certify that | am not attorney
for or relative to either of said parties, or
otherwise interested in the event of said action,

WITNESS MY HAND this day of May,
2009.

KARLA E. BARROW, CSR
CSR No. 00113
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